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ae, stood without some explanation of the cireumstances under which 
at offices CURRENT TOPICS. they were arrivedat. Last session, in the course of the discussion 
t Medwin in committee of the Judicature Act Amendment Bill, the Attorney- 











General, while opposing an amendment which proposed to shorten 
the Long Vacation by fourteen days, on the ground that the 
judges had not been consulted, undertook that the whole subject 
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meetin: THE CHAMBERS of Vice-Chancellor Bacon have been removed 


to the Royal Courts of Justice. 



















mt. Dee of legal vacations should be considered and brought before the 
offices of House next year. It was no doubt with a view to assist the 
at offices Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that Lord Justice Brert’s amendment to | Government in this consideration that the matter was submitted to 
the recommendation for shortening the Long Vacation which was | the Council of Judges. Lord Coteripee placed six motions on 

sai: submitted by Lord Corertper to the Council of Judges, was| the agenda, of which the first was in the following terms :— 
sig carried by a majority of twenty to four. “That the Trinity Sittings of the High Court and of the Court 
a of Appeal end for the future on the 10th of August; and that 
meee the Michaelmas Sittings of the High Court and of the Court of 






_THe stTTincs Paper of the Chancery Division for the Hilary Appeal begin for the future on the 24th of October.”” The other 
Sittings, 1882, which we print in another column, extends over | ¢ve motions related to judicial sittings during the Long Vacation. 
seventy-three working days from the 11th of January to the 5th Upon the first motion being put, an amendment in the terms we 
of April. During a portion of that time Mr. Justice Currry will) printed last week was moved by Lord Justice Brett, and carried 
be absent on cireuit, and the work appointed for him will be taken by a very large majority, and the remaining five resolutions were 
during his absence by Mr. Justice Kay, while Mr. Justice | then withdrawn. This decision will, we think, be generally looked 
Manisty will, during the same period, take that appointed for upon as ill-advised. It is clear that matters cannot long remain 
Mr. Justice Kar. in their present condition. The Government are pledged to bring 
the question forward next session, and it cannot be doubted that 


Mz. Henry H. Fowter, who writes to the Times on the| Parliament will legislate in the interest of the suitors rather 
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eons aE 
ice is subject of the Long Vacation, and says that there are “ 127 days | than of the judges and officers of the courts. We doubt whether 
cas during which the Coutts of Justice in this country are practically | the judges will obtain any very hearty support from the profession 
32 139 shut,” rather understates his case. Adding Sundays, there are in | in their resistance to a moderate change, for although all of them 
bo the year 161 such days, and the days on which the courts sit | but two still enjoy to the full their long holiday, compara- 
19 amount to 204. He also mistakes in saying that “ these unrivalled tively few members of the profession do So. To the great mass of 
130 vaedtions are the exclusive privileges of the judges, the paid lawyers it will matter little if the vacation is slightly abridged, 
tas 4 officials, and the suitors.” Without counting Sundays, the vaca- for as regards the bar and the solicitors it has already been broken 
voce 188 tions of the paid officials, other than judges, amounted in 1881 | in upon. All through it there are one or two judges sitting in public 
only to eighty-five days; and during everyone of those eighty- | once or twice a week, with long lists of causes and a crowded bar, 
ae five days, with the exception of about five, the offices were open | not to speak of sittings in chambers. In spite of the rigorous 
wom for vacation busitiess. terms of the vacation notices that no case will be placed on the 
court paper unless leave has been previously obtained, on a certi. 
ficate of counsel that the case requires to be immediately or 
jemsuint AN INTERESTING QUESTION as to what are “vermin” has | promptly heard, and stating the reasons, the vacation business has 
recently been raised in Scotland. The Gun Licence Act, 1870, | increased with extraordinary rapidity. During the last Long 
— which requires a yearly licence to be taken out by every person | Vacation over 200 more orders were made than in any 
who shall use or carry a gun, and imposes a penalty of £10 for previous vacation, and the work was so pressing that, at one 
on using or carrying a gun elsewhere than in a dwelling-house or the | period, public sittings were held during every week day. The 
ON. curtilage thereof without having a licence, provides (section 7) | recommendations of the judges ignore these facts. They read 
: that the penalty shall not be incurred “by the occupier of any | as if we were still in the times when, in order to get an injune- 
pty lands using or carrying a gun for the purpose only of scaring birds | tion, a Vice-Chancellor had to be sought for in his rural seclu- 
or of killing vermin on such lands.” In the ease referred to the | sion. The fact is that “the habits of the majority of people 
y, June penalty was attempted to be enforced against an occupier of land | interested in such a question,” upon which the judges lay so much 
1. at Jedburgh, who had shot wood pigeons on such land without | stress, have changed and are changing, and even judges will have 
—_ having taken out a gun licence. The justices before whom the | to adapt themselves to the new order of thitigs. 
e 19." complaint was brought dismissed it, and, therefore, must be presumed 
renee to have held that wood pigeons are vermin. We are not aware 
2%. of any authoritative and exhaustive definition of vermin. It is a . 
6. word which; we should imagine; varies considerably in its mean-| | THE MISCHIEVOUS PERSON who raised a groundless alarm of 
lays of ing according to the ideas of the age in which, and of the class by fire at the Grecian Theatre on Tuesday evening might advantage- 
ic whom, it is used. In Gedge v. Minne (2 Buls. 60), the court called | OUSly. study the report of the recent case of Reg. v. Martin 
a fox “a beast or vermin,” but then that was in the dark ages | (30 W. R. 106). ‘The prisoner, with the intention of alarming 
Mon when it was deemed that a fox is “a noisome creature to the | the audience at a theatre, extinguished the lights and placed an 
aly31 commonwealth” (see Atillen v. Fandrye, Pop. 161). A badger was | 7°" bar across one of the doors. A panic ensued upon the 
or 6, described in the case in Bulstrode as “a noysome vermin.” But sudden darkness ; a rush was made for the street, and two persons 
we should doubt whether any one in any age or of any class W¢Te injured through being pressed against the bar which had 
alii would describe a wood pigeon as vermin; and it is to be observed been placed in the doorway. The jury found that the prisoner 
ie that the exception in the Gun Licence Act expressly distin- had extinguished the lights and placed the bat in the doorway 
18. guishes between scaring “ birds” and killing “ vermin.” with the intention of wilfully obstructing the means of egress 
ber 11, from the gallery, and the court held that he had been righily 
nsand ; : conyicted of maliciously inflicting grievous bodily harm within 
iatrar THE FULL Import of the resolutions relating to the Long 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, s. 20. The placing of the bar in the door- 





Vacation, passed by the Council of Judges, will not be under- way was an important element in this case; but if the injuries 
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had been caused by crushing or trampling the finding as to the 
prisoner’s intention in putting out the gas would doubtless have 
supported the conviction. It is to be observed that the Recorder 
of Leeds had directed the jury to acquit the prisoner if they 
thought that his proceedings “ amourted to nothing more than a 
piece of foolish mischief”; but Mr. Justice SrrpHEN said that 
this direction “put the case too high in favour of the prisoner,” 
and he cited with approval the dictum of Lord BuacksuRn in Reg. 
vy. Pembleton (22 W. R. 555), that malice may be deemed to exist 
“where any person does an act injurious to another without lawful 
excuse.” ‘This principle appears to be applicable either to putting 
out the gas in a theatre or to raising a false alarm of fire, since 
every person is presumed to contemplate the necessary conse- 
quences of his own acts. 





THE FATE which befell an appellant in a bankruptcy case of 
Ex parte McWade, which came before the Court of Appeal 
(Lord Coteriner, C.J., and Baccattay and Linpiey. L.JJ.) 
on the 20th inst., may serve to show what a trap for the unwary 
is laid by the Bankruptcy Rules 143 and 144 of 1870, which, 
though they have never been formally repealed, have, in con- 
sequence of the rules under the Judicature Acts, ceased to govern 
the practice in relation to appeals from the Chief Judge in Bank- 
ruptey to the Court of Appeal, though they remain in full force as 
regards appeals from the county courts to the Chief Judge. Rule 
143 provides that ‘an appeal against a decision or order of the 
Chief Judge in Bankruptcy, or a judge of a county court, shall be 
entered with the registrar of appeals within and not later than 
twenty-one days from the said decision or order, by leaving 
with him a copy of the appeal notice of motion.” And by rule 
144, “ Upon entering an appeal, a copy of the appeal notice 
shall be sent forthwith by the appellant to the registrar 
of the court appealed from, who shall forthwith file the 
same with the proceedings, and a similar notice shall be delivered 
by the appellant to each respondent four days before the day on 
which he intends to move.” The appellant in Er parte MeWade 
(who appeared in person) had complied strictly with these rules, 
but he had omitted to give to the respondent a notice of the 
appeal within the twenty-one days prescribed by rules 9 and 15 of 
order 58 under the Judicature Act. The preliminary objection 
was taken that the appeal was too late, and the court held that, 
following the decisions in Ex parte Viney (25 W. R. 364, L. R. 4 
Ch. D. 794), and Ex parte Saffery (25 W.R. 572, L. R. 5 Ch. D. 
365), they could only dismiss the appeal. 
much to be regretted that it should be possible for a suitor to be 
thus misled with regard to the practice of the courts, and we have 
no doubt that if the matter were brought to the attention of the 
Lord Chancellor, he would take the necessary steps to prevent the 
recurrence of such mistakes. It is by no means creditable to the 


administration of justice that they should be possible. 





WE HAVE OFTEN EXPRESSED our opinion that the decision 


in Phillips v. Henson (26 W. R. 214, L. R. 3 C. P. Dz 
26) was wrong. In that case Grove, J., defined a lodger 
within the Lodgers’ Goods Protection Act as being “a 


person not contra@ting with the landlord, but who is in a subordinate 
position to the landlord, does not owe him rent, and between whom 
and the landlord there is no privity.” According to this definition 
the Act is applicable to the case of every under-tenant. In com- 
menting on Phillips y. Henson (22 Soxicrrors’ Journar, 300) 
we ventured to point out that the question really was whether the 
plaintiff was a lodger according to the ordinary popular meaning 
of the term, and in the recent case of Morton vy. Palmer (30 
W. E. 115) we find Berrr, L.J., using similar language. ‘The 
word “ lodger,” he says, must “mean a lodger according to the 
understanding of the majority of persons conversant with letting 
in this country.” And he lays down 4s one test of whether a 


person is 2 lodger, the question whether the person letting retains 
the position of master of the house. “ He need not, in my opinion, 
live or sleep in the house, but he must have reserved such power 
as the master of a house ordinarily does. If, however, he has gone 
away, and given up such power, the person let into possession is 


nat a lodger.” 


It is clear that the agreement for letting in 





It is, however, very | 








Phillips vy. Henson would, in this view, have excluded the plaintiff 
from the category of lodgers. ‘That case may, therefore, be taken 
to have been overruled. 





Ir appears that the portion of the new Patent Bill on which 
we recently commented is to be withdrawn, and, in lieu of it, it 
is to be provided—first, that it shall be the duty of the commis- 
sioners to act as arbitrators to litigants; secondly, that the 
courts, whenever they have power under the Judicature Act to 
refer a patent action to a special referee, shall remit it to the three 
commissioners; and, thirdly, whenever the courts have power to call 
in assessors, they shall have power to call upon the commissioners, 
or any of them, to act as assessors. These are much more reason- 
able provisions, and proceed on the lines we ventured to indicate 
of attempting to improve the existing procedure, instead of pro- 
posing to sweep it away and establish a special court for patent 
causes. 








IMPLIED WARRANTY ON SALE OR HIRE 
OF CHATTELS. 


Tue case of Robertson vy. The Amazon Tug and Lighterage Company 
(L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 598) raised a question of much general im- 
portance, which can hardly be considered as satisfactorily solved 
even now, having regard to the fact that a difference of opinion 
arose in the Court of Appeal, Bramwell, L.J., being of the con- 
trary opinion to that of Brett and Cotton, L.JJ. The question 
involved appears to have been whether any implied warranty of 
the quality or condition of a specific chattel arises upon a contract 
for the hire of such chattel, and if so, to what such warranty 
amounts. ‘The circumstances of the particular case were no 
doubt somewhat special, it not being exactly the case of hiring a 
chattel. The plaintiff contracted with the defendants to act as 
master of a specified steam-tug upon a certain expedition for a 
lump sum, he paying the crew and finding provisions. In con- 
sequence of the boilers of the tug being in a defective condition 
the expedition took longer than it otherwise would have done, and 
so the plaintiff’s profit was much diminished. It seems to us that 
much the same considerations are involved as in the case of a 
contract of hire, and the discussion that took place dealt toa 
great extent with the doctrines that would be applicable to such a 
contract. 

If we rightly apprehend the view taken by Bramwell, L.J., 
it was this: he seems to have been of opinion that, though 
on the hire of a specific chattel there is no implied warranty as to 
the nature and character of the thing hired, assuming it to be in 
a reasonably good and perfect condition, there is, at any rate to 
some extent, an implied warranty as to its condition. For instance, 
the tug in question might be a weak and originally badly con- 
structed tug, with inadequate machinery. That would give no 
right of action, because there was no warranty as to her nature 
end character, but if there was a hole in her bottom or she had 
no rudder, then there would be a right of action, because there is 
an implied undertaking that the article supplied is in a state as fit 
for the purpose for which it is supplied as care and ski!l can make 
it. There is no doubt that in the case of a contract for the hire 
of a non-specific chattel for a particular purpose, specific to the 
party letting the chattel, there is an implied warranty of the 
nature suggested, and the learned Lord Justice seems disposed to 
go further and hold that there may be such a warranty in the case 
of the hire of a specific chattel. The case of Francis vy. Oockrell 
(L. R. 5 Q. B. 184, 501) does not appear to have been cited in 
the argument of the case we are discussing, but the decision 
appears to be very material to Lord Justice Bramwell’s view. 
That was the case in which it was held that a person who caused 
a stand to be erected at some races was liable*for injuries caused 
by its downfall to a person who paid for admission thereto, the 
stand having been inadequately and negligently constructed by a 
sub-contractor, Keily, C.B., there says that, as a general rule, 
where one man engages with another to supply him with a 
particular article or thing, to be applied to a certain use and pur- 
pose, in consideration of a pecuniary payment, he enters into an 
implied contract that the article or thing shall be reasonably fit 
for the purpose for which it is to be used, subject to the exception 
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established by Redhead v. Midland Railway Company (L. R. 4 
Q. B. 379) as to cases of a latent defect undiscoverable by the 
exertion of any reasonable skill and diligence. It seems to us 


that it would have been desirable that this case should have been. 


brought to the notice of the Court of Appeal. All the judges in 
the Exchequer Chamber seemed clear that there was no absolute 
warranty of the condition of the stand; so the way in which Lord 
Justice Bramwell limited the warranty, as applied to cases of hire, 
seems correct; but no distinction appears to have been drawn by 
the judges in Francis v. Cockrell between a contract to let a 
specific and to let a non-specific chattel. The stand was, we 
take it, specific enough. It may be urged that the case is 
different from that which we are discussing, the action in Francis 
vy. Cockrell being for personal injuries, and that the decision 
rather rests on the duty towards persons trusting themselves on 
the stand than on warranty. We have some difficulty, however, 
in seeing any sound distinction in this respect. There was no 
actual negligence on the defendant’s part in Francis v. Cockrell, 
and the question must have turned on what the implied undertaking 
was, and whether the damages arising were personal or pecuniary 
does not seem material. The decisions in Smith v. Marrable (11 
M. & W. 5) and Wilson v. Finch-Hatton (L. R. 2 Ex. D. 336) are, 
unless some peculiar distinction attaches to the case of a contract 
to let a furnished house, favourable to the view expressed by Lord 
Justice Bramwell. Brett and Cotton, L.JJ., both appear to 
have held that there is no warranty to be implied on the 
letting of a specific chattel. It may be observed that Brett, 
L.J., does not cite a single authority in the course of his 
judgment. Cotton, L.J., does refer to Smith y. Marrable and 
Wilson v. Finch-Hatton, distinguishing them on a ground which 
we cannot quite understand. He says that in those cases the 
defendant was defeading himself against an action for refusing to 
perform his part of thecontract by reason of the non-fulfilment of 
a condition, whereas in the case before him the plaintiff was 
suing for damages, and must establish a warranty. But surely in 
all cases of condition precedent the condition is, if the contract is 
executed, available as a warranty. 

We must say that the point involved in the case we are 
discussing seems one of considerable difficulty on the autho- 
rities, but that seems to us to arise from the fact that the 
whole subject of these implied warranties arising on sale or 
hire of chattels appears never to have been treated in a com- 
prehensive way. For instance, is there any sound distinction 
in this respect between contracts of letting and hire and contracts 
of sale? This never seems to have been thoroughly considered. 
The judgment in the case of Jones y. Just (L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 197) 
deals at some length with the question, under what circumstances an 
implied warranty arises on the sale of a chattel, but there is no 
attempt to evolve one general proposition from the cases. The 
authorities there cited (see p. 202) certainly seem to show that, 
in general, when a specific ascertained chattel, which the vendee 
could have inspected if he chose, is sold, the maxim “ caveat 
emptor” applies, and there is no implied warranty. It would 
appear that this may be so even if the purpose for which the 
thing is wanted is mentioned or known to the vendor in the case 
of asale. In Emmerton v. Matthews (7 H. & N. 586) the sale 
was of specific meat, and the presumption surely is that meat is 
bought to be eaten. Chanter v. Hopkins (4 M. & W. 399) and 
Ollivant v. Bayley (5 Q. B. 288), though not cases of sales of 
specific chattels, both seem to involve a somewhat similar prin- 
ciple, for in those cases, though the purpose for which the article 
was required was stated, the article being one of a well-known 
and defined description, it was held to be sufficient that it 
answered that description, though unfit for the purpose specified. 

It seems to us, however, that perhaps the true general principle to 
be elicited from the various cases is that the question whether 
there is an implied warranty or not depends on whether the article 
supplied is supplied under such circumstances as that the party 
supplying it knows or ought to think that the party to whom it is 
supplied is relying on the judgment of the party supplying it, or 
under such circumstances as to lead to the inference that the 
party to whom it is ape relies on his own judgment. The 
various circumstances relied on in the different cases are, perhaps, 
if rightly considered, only material as determining the answer to 
this question. For instance, if a manufacturer or tradesman sells 





me an article, whether specific or otherwise, very different con- 
siderations arise from those which arise if I buy a similar article 
from a friend. The difference between the considerations in the 
two cases entirely depends, as it seems to us, on the principle we 
have indicated. The same might be said in relation to 
other considerations, such as that arising from opportunity of in- 
spection. We should apply the same test both to cases of sale and 
hire. In the case of the stand (Francis v. Cockrell), for instance, 
was it reasonable to suppose that the person buying a ticket 
exercised his own judgment as to the stability of the stand? It 
seems to us that it may, on consideration, turn out that the fact 
that the article is specific is only one element, though, no doubt, 
it may be a very important element, in determining the question 
whether there is an implied warranty. We do not feel convinced, 
if the matter ever came to be argued out, that the fact that the 
chattel supplied is a specific chattel is always or necessarily 
conclusive that there is no implied warranty. The case of 
Shepherd v. Pybus (3 M. & G. 868) seems, to some extent, at 
least, to be an authority that the question whether the sale is of a 
specific chattel is not the sole test, for the judgment in that case 
seems to dwell upon the question whether the buyer had had an 
opportunity of inspection, and relied on his own judgment or not, 
rather than on the question of specific or non-specific chattel. 

We cannot think that the judgment of the Court of Appeal in the 
case we are discussing satisfactorily deals with the general prin- 
ciples involved with regard to implied warranty. We are not 
prepared to suggest that the judgment of the majority in the 
particular case is wrong. The circumstances were peculiar and 
possibly they rightly gave rise to the inference that the plaintiff, 
having an opportunity for inspecting the tug, took the vessel for 
what it was worth. But it seems to us possible that the judgment, 
owing to the generality of the terms employed, may be taken to 
decide a good deal more than was necessary for the purposes of the 
particular case. We doubt very much whether the majority of the 
court intended to decide that the fact of the chattel being specific 
was necessarily and in itself conclusive, and whether some of the 
terms of their judgments ought not to be somewhat limited by 
reference to the subject-matter. 








BANKRUPTCY LAW REFORM. 


[COMMUNICATED. ] 
A 

InasmucH as it is proposed to abolish entirely the present system of 
liquidation and composition arrangements, it of course becomes necessary 
to provide some other method of carrying out composition arrangement, 
so as to be binding upon non-assenting minorities of creditors. This the 
Government Bill proposes to do only after an adjudication in bankruptcy 
has been made against the debtor. The clause containing the Government 
proposals is the one we next come to—viz., clause 19—and we print it at 
length before commenting upon it. 


‘* Clause 19.—(1.) The creditors may, at the first or any subsequent 
meeting, pass a preliminary special resolution that a composition be accepted 
in satisfaction of the debts due to them from the bankrupt, or that a scheme 
of arrangement of the bankrupt’s affairs be approved. 

“ (2.) The preliminary resolution shall not have effect unless it is con- 
firmed by a subsequent ordinary resolation, and the confirming resolation 
shall not be passed until the bankrupt has passed his public examination, 
nor anless there has been circulated among the creditors, not leas than three 
days before the meeting at which it is to be passed, a notice stating 
generally the terms of the proposal for the composition or scheme, and a 
report of the official receiver as to the proposal, 

“ (3.) A composition under this section shall not be valid anless it provides 
for payment of not less than jive shillings in the pound. 

““(4.) When the confirming resolation hag been passed, the official 
receiver shall report to the court as to the composition or scheme, and if 
the court is of opinion either that the terms of the composition or scheme 
are not reasonable, or not caloalated to benefit the general body of creditors 
under the bankruptoy, or that the bankrupt has committed any sach mis- 
conduct as would justify the court in refusing, qualifying, or suspending 
his discharge, the court may refuse to approve the composition or scheme, 
but otherwise shall approve it, and the approval may be teatified by the 
judge of the court signing the instrament containing the terms of the 
composition or scheme, or embodying the terma in an order of the coart, 

‘“*(5.) A composition or scheme so approved by the court shall be binding 
onall the creditors, so far as relates to any debts due to them and proveable 
under the bankraptoy. 

“(6,) The approval of the court shall be conclusive as to the validity of 
the composition or sobeme, 
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*(7,) The provisions of any composition or scheme under this section 
may be enforced by the court on a motion madé in & summary manner by 
any person interested, and any disobedience of an order of the court made 
on the motion shall be deemed a contempt of court. 

**(8.) Ifthe bankrupt, whether his bankruptcy is closed or not, makes 
default in payment of apy sum due in pursnance of a composition or scheme 
under this section, the court shall, on application by the person to whom 
the sum is due, order that the bankraptey be reyived, and thereupon the 
bankruptcy ehall be revived and continue as if the composition or scheme 
had not been approved.” 


Sub-clauses 1 and 2.—The proposal that the preliminary resolution is 
to be special and the confirmatory one merely ordinary is almost, but not 
quite, following the provisions of section 126 of the Act of 1869, that sec- 
tion requiring the confirmatory resolution to be passed by a majority in 
number as well as value. This is reyersing the order of things laid down 
in section 110 of the Act of 1861, which required the first resolution ta 
be passed by the major part in value only of the creditors present, but 
provided that the confirmatory resolution must be passed by a majority 
in number representing three-fourths in value. Setting the one pro- 
vision against the other, we very much prefer that of 1861, as we think it 
is the last and more considered resolution of the creditors that should be 
passed by the greater majority. But we strongly think that it would be 
much more desirable to require a special resolution to be passed at each 
meeting, and we would eyen go further and require the confirmatory 
resolution to be passed by a majority in number representing three- 
fourths in yalueof the éotai creditors, whether present or not. With 
regard to the latter part of sub-clause 2, we think that more than three 
days should be required to be given to the creditors to consider the 
proposal, and, if necessary, to confer with each other thereon. Why not 
six days as at present ? 

Sub-clause 3.—Some such provision appears to be called for to prevent 
whitewashing cases by nominal compositions, and in this view the limit of 
five shillings in the pound appears reasonable. 

Sub-clause 4.—This proposal seems to be an attempt to enact the prin- 
ciples laid down by the Court of Appeal in the case of Re Durham & Co. 
(29 W. R. 363, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 623), as those which should govern 
the court in deciding as to whether it will approve of a scheme of 
arrangement under section 28 of the Act of 1869. ' If the views taken by 
the Court of Appeal in that case are approved of by the Legislature, it is 
well that they should be specially enacted so as to avoid uncertainty in 
the future. But it appears to us to be going rather far to give the court 
such a parental control over the actions of creditors, as though they were 
not able to settle their own affairs. It is just this interference that in 
fermer times was complained of by creditors, and may be so again. 

Sub-clauses 5 and 6.—These are a decided improvement on the 
provisions of section 126, sub-section 7, and section 127 of the present 
Act. Sub-section 7 of section 126 provides that a composition shall be bind- 
ing only on such creditors as are included in the statement of affairs, and 
consequently makes it dangerous to effect compositions ander that section, 
it having been held that comparatively slight inaccuracies in the state- 
ment of affairs are sufficient to render a compusition not binding upon 
the creditors not correctly stated. 

Sub-clause 7 proposes to re-enact a provision in sections 28 and 126 of 
the present Act. We have always thought the wording of the proyiso 
vague and unsatisfactory, and in practice, after trying it in several cases 
in the early stages of the Act, have entirely ceased to proceed under it, 
and this we believe is also the experience of many other practitioners. It 
has never been clear to us against whom the proyisions of a composition 
are to be enforced. If against debtor only, then we think the proposal 
in the following sub-clause much more reasonable and (it being a new 
suggestion) that it might well be substituted for this. It appears un- 
necessary to make both provisions. 

Sub-clause 8.—This proposal will, we think, be likely to work well in 
substitution for the previous sub-clause. Some provision ought, how- 
ever, to be made, so as not to prejudice new creditors who may have 
trusted a debtor on the strength of his having made an arrangement with 
his creditors under the sanction of the court. Uuless some such provision 
be made, then euch new creditors will standin the position of losing 
their debts without even having the right of proving upon the estate and 
taking a dividend along with the old creditors. ‘This would be a manifest 
injustice, and, to our mind, they ought to be paid out of the assets in 
priority to, instead of being placed in a worse position than, the old 
creditors, 

Clauses 20—26 deal with trustees of bankrupt properties, and contain 
:  camagnad of new and most important proposals. Clause 20 ig as 

ollows :— 


** Clause 20,—(1.) The creditors may, at the first meeting, or at an adjourn- 
ment thereof, by ordinary resolution, sppoint some fit person, whether a 
creditor or not, to fill the office of trustee of the property of the bankrupt, and, 
ms +g Ae ——— ol = — fix his remuneration; or they may 
resolve t leave Antmen commi inspecti i 
— hp app ttee of inspection appointed as 

“(2.) The person 0 appointed shall give security to the satisfaction of the 
Board of Trade, and thereupon the Board shall certify that his appointment has 
been daly made, unless they object to the appointment on the ground that it 
has not been made in good faith by % mojority of the creditors, or that the 








person appointed is not fit to act ag trustee, or that his connection with or re- 
lation to the bankfupt or his estate or any farticular creditor makes it improb- 
able that he will act in the ipterésts of the creditors generally. 

‘*(3.) If the Board of Trade make any such objectiop, they may refer the 
matter back to the creditors, and, unlegs the objection is removed, they shall 
notify it to the court, and thereupon thé court may decide on the validity of 
the Gbjection. : 

*°(4.) The appointment shall take effect as from the date of the certificate, 

‘*(5.) Where the assets under @ bankruptcy petition do not exceed three 
thousand pounds, the remuneration of a trustee appointed as aforesaid shall 
not exceed the scale set forth in the first schedule to this Act. ‘ 

“ (6,) Where the assets exceed three thousand pounds, the Board of Trade may, 
on a special repoft of the committee of inspection, or of a majority in value of 
the creditors, ‘allow out of the estate a fitting remuneration to a trustes 
appointed as aforesaid. 

‘*(7.) In either case the Board mey, on a special report of the committee of 
inspection, or of a majority in value of the creditors, setting forth the special 
services which have been rendéred by the trustes, Gr other special circum- 
stances, order an additional remuneration to be allowed to him out of the 
estate. é 

‘*(8.) The Board may from time to time, with the consent of the Treasury, 
alter the scale of remuneration jn the first schedule to this Act. 

*(9,) The creditors may, if they go desire, appoint ‘the official receiver of 
the bankrupt’s estate to be trustee of the property of the bankrupt. 

‘*(10.) If the creditors or committee of inspection do not appoint a trustee 
within the prescribed time after the adjudication, the official receiver for the 
time being shall become, and be deemed to be appointed by the Board of Trade, 
the trustee in the bankruptcy. 

‘(11.) Provided that the creditors or committee of inspection may, at any 
subsequent time, if they think fit, appoint a trustee, and om the appointment 
being made and certified, the person appointed ghall become trustee in the 
place of the official receiver. 

‘©(12.) If the official receiver is appointed trustee he shall have remuneration 
as hereinafter mentioned.” , 


Sub-clause 1.—The only change from the any law proposed by this 
sub-clause is that the power of the creditors to fix the remuneration is to 
be subject to the provisions of the Act. It is, in our opinion, a very 
proper proposal to ‘place some restriction upon the power of creditors to 
allow rémuneration to a trustee, and we will treat of the proposals under 
the beads of the sub-clauses containing the same. 

Sub-clauses 2, 3, and 4.—We heartily approve of the proposal that all 
trustees should giye security to the satisfaction of some independent 
body, whether the Board of Trade or any other body. This will do 
more than anything else to stamp out that class of adventurers who, 
failing in other methods of gaining a livelihood, style themselves 
accountants and go in for trusteeships, and who have heen the chief 
cause of bringing discredit upon the present system. As to the proposal 
to give the court, on objection made by the Board of Trade, power to 
override the appointment of a trustee, this power formerly lay in the 
court, and it may be well, in order to prevent the control of an estate 
from going into the hands of parties whose interests might be against 
the impartial administration thereof, that it should be re-enacted; but 
at the same time consideration should be given as to whether it will not 
give rise to a great amount of litigation upon the appointment of trustees 
which may probably raise an evil as bad as, if not worse than, the one 
sought to be remedied. 

Sub-clause 5.—The first schedule to the Bill is as follows ;— 


§*ScaLz of REMUNERATION, 
‘¢(a.) For property realized, including debts collected— 
“24 per cenf. on the first amount of £500 or gny less sum ; 
‘*1 per cent. on the next amount of £500 or any loss sum ; 
“1 per cent. on all further sums. ; 
On dividend— 
“2 per cent. on the first amount of £1,000 or any less sum ; 
“1 per cent. on all further sums. 
“ Where the property has been realized partly bes receiver and partly by 
the trustee, the remuneration for property realized ghall be divided in propor- 
tion to the amount realized by each. sls 


The scale of remuneration proyided by this schedule appears to us to 
be absurdly low, and we think no respectable accountant could be got 
to undertake the work at the price. At the same time it is only right 
that some limit should be put upon the remuneration to be allowed to a 
trustee. The sub-clause says that the remuneration ‘shall not exceed,” 
&e. This would scem to fix a hard and fast line, but sub-clause 7 says 
that ‘‘ in either case,’ presumedly either of the cases mentioned in this 
and the following sub-clauses, ‘the Board may . . . order an 
additional remuneration,” &¢., which would seem to give power to the 
Board to go hqrond this sub-clauge. hichever is intended ought to be 
more clearly stated. Then, 4 i n, sub-clause 8 A yy Es fe the Board 
of Trade to alter the scale foe fixed by the first bo dule, This 
may probably get rid of the difficnity ff too low a rate fe fixed in the 
first instance, and perhaps ft may be ab well not to incur the danger of 
fixing too high a rate to begin with, 

Sub-clayse 6.—We think the power to grant a fitting remuneration to 
a trustee ought to be more independent of the committee af inspection or 
the creditors. Why should pt the powse be giyen on the application 
of « trustee, and simply requiring him first to submit the same to thé 
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committee or creditors, whose views either for or against should of course 
be considered by the Board of Trade in deciding the question ? 

Sub-clauses 7 and 8.—We have anticipated these sub-clauses in our 
'remarks upon the two last preceding sub-clauses. 

Sub-clause 9.—This is a power which we think is included in sub- 
clause 1. The form of the Bill would be improyed, in our opinion, if the 
two suh-clauses were incorporated into one by inserting in the third line 
of sub-clause 1, after the word “ creditor,’ the words, ‘‘ the official 
receiver.” 

Sub-clauses 10, 11, and 12.—These appear desirable if the principle 
of the Bill is to be adhered to. We have only to suggest that in sub- 
clause 11, after the word ‘‘ inspection” in the first line thereof, the 
words, ‘if the appointment of a trustee should have been left to them as 
provided by sub-section 1 hereof,” should be inserted within brackets to 
make the presumed intention more clear. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Persons who hold two or more mortgages by the same mortgagee, 
one of which happens to be a deficient security, will be disagreeably 
astonished by the suggestion in your article of this week, that under 
section 65 of the Conveyancing Act they may be jockeyed out of their 
right to consolidate, to which they have been fondly trusting to save 
themselves from loss. It would be desirable to know from the framers 
of the Act whether, as you suggest, this possible consequence of the 
Act has escaped their notice, ee me Fe 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In Messrs. Wolstenholme and Turner's book on this Act it is 
stated (p. 3, par. g) that no mention of the executors, administrators, 
and assigns of a covenantor or covenantee will be required, and sec- 
tions 58, 59, and 60 of the Act are referred to. 

But what difference does the Act make as to mentioning the execu- 
tors, &c., of a covenantee in the case of covenants not relating to land, 
as, for instance, a covenant in a mortgage of an insurance policy to 
keep up the policy ? 

Hitherto it has certainly always been usual, whether necessary or 
not, to covenant with the mortgagee, his executors, administrators, and 
assigns, and I am unable to see that the Act makes any difference in 
this respect, section 58 being entirely confined to covenants relating to 
land. 





SHERIFFS AND THEIR OFFICERS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It will be recollected that I recently intimated my intention to 
bring under the notice of the Court of Common Council the delay and 
difficulty to which, in. many cases, judgment creditors are subjected in 
obtaining from sheriffs’ officers the proceeds of executions. The notice 
of my motion sppeared for some time on the business paper of the court, 
and on its being reached I was somewhat summarily precluded from 
moving it, or from stating the grounds upon which I considered the 
matter could be investigated, by the Lord Mayor's ruling that the 
corporation (as of course I was well aware) had no jurisdiction over 
sheriffs’ officers, and could not therefore entertain the motion. It had 
not been previously intimated to me that my motion was in any way 
thought to be out of order, and I had no reason to suppose that I should 
be deprived of the opportunity of stating to the court some of the cases 
which had been communicated to me, in which citizens of London, 
as well as others, had been seriously prejudiced by the irregular action of 
sheriffs’ officers. 

The Court of Common Oouncil has from time to time directed its 
attention to questions affecting, not only the citizens of London, but 
those who reside outside the Hants of the City, and I am persuaded 
that if I had been permitted to introduce this matter to the notice of 
the court, it would have been rendering a useful service by inquiring 
into the existence of the alleged delay ond expense, and making, as | 
have no doubt it would have made, such suggestions as would, when 
adopted, have been likely to insure to execution creditors that complete 
administration of justice which is so essential to the preservation of 
the rights of property, and those which are common to every ordinary 
contract, 

The matter is, however, of too much importance to be dropped, and 
the communications which I have received are such as to compel me to 
80 forward, and while I regret that I shall probably not be able to make 
available the machinery which the Court of Common Council, through its 
Law and City Courts Committee, possesses for dealing by way of 

uiry and recommendation with «a matter of this kind, yet I beg 





to state that I have been invited to read a paper on the question before 
the United Law Students’ Society, on the 18th of January, at their hall 
in Clement’s-inn, the result of which, I hope, will be the adoption by 
them of some resolution which will lead to effective action being taken 
to relieve execution creditors from that partial deprivation of their just 
rights, which, through no fault of their own, but proanively from that of 
others through whose hands their moneys must pass, they are still 
so improperly suffering. W. J, Fraser. 
2, Soho-square, W., December 28. 





REFORM IN LEGAL PROCEDURE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—I should be glad if you will give publicity to the following 
suggestions for amendment of the Judicature Rules :— 

1. To assign actions to the lists of particular masters will be productive 
of inconvenience, unless at the same time particular masters are selected 
for regular and constant attendance at chambers. The dispatch of 
business will be more satisfactory when there is a proper division of 
labour amongst the masters. The present rotation does not tend to 
uniformity of practice or to expedite proceedings. 

2. Unnecessary cost and delay are caused by requiring an order for 
an affidavit of documents. Such an order is made as of course. Inter- 
rogatories may now be delivered without an order. 

The rule affirmed by the decision in Bewicke v. Graham (L. R. 7 Q. 
B. D. 400) ought to be abolished. Except in cases of alleged fraud or 
involving the title to property there ought not to be any privilege for 
documents which can be given in evidence by their custudian. 

Even an affidavit of documents appears unn , and, unless 
necessary, an affidavit ought not to be required. The defendant might 
be bound to deliver in or with his defence a statement signed by himself 
or his solicitor of what documents he has relating to the matters in 
question, and the plaintiff be bound to deliver a similar statement with his 
reply, and either party should be at liberty to call upon his opponent to 
make oath as to any particular documents (not included in his statement) 
supposed to be in his possession or power, the party applying for it being 
saddled with the costs of the affidavit, unless he satisfies the taxing 
officer that the documents asked for were material, and that there was 
reasonable ground for believing same to be in the power of the other 
side. 

3. To a practitioner it appears there would be negligence in omitting 
to require inspection of documents, and it is obligatory to give such 
inspection. ‘This being so, the practice as to the costs of inspection 
settled in Brown v. Sewell (L. R. 16 Ch. D. 517) appears to be unjust. 

4, A suitor ought not to be obliged to produce his books of account 
elsewhere than at his own place of business unless upon special grounds. 

5. The rules as to the time for appealing are not satisfactory. Such 
an accident as occurred in Bell v. North Staffordshire Railway Company 
(L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 205) ought not to be possible, and it should be suffi- 
cient if au appeal summons or notice be served within the prescribed 

eriod. 
. 6. Crder 14 has proved one of the greatest practical improvements. It 
is suggested that its principle should be carried further, and that where 
awrit is served for a liquidated demand, and the plaintiff files when 
issuing it an affidavit such as is required under ord. 14, r. 1, the de- 
fendant should not be at liberty to appear except with leave and upon 
terms such as are imposed on giving liberty to defend under order 14. 








The sudden death is announced, from heart disease, on Saturday last, of 
Mr. Horace Watson, solicitor to the Post Office. The appointment, which 
is worth £2,000 a year, is in the gift of the Postmaster-General. ‘Mr. Warson 
was appointed by Lord John Manners in 1879, on the death of Mr. Asharst. 


Much astonishment, says the St. James's Gazette, has been caused among 
the barristers and newspapers of St. Louis iu the United States by the raliag 
of Judge Laughlin, of the criminal court of that city, on the scouyen of the 
trial of a man named Reilly for the murder of a maa named Ha‘ “i 
said the judge, ‘‘ Hatch gave Reilly reasonable cause to believe tal he was 

oing to kill hia, Reilly, in law, was justified in hunting Hatch apand 
Fim ; because the law does not require thata man should wait, for his oppe- 
nent might meet him in the street with adouble-barrelled shotgua.” It was 
at first thought that the jadge had not said what he inteaded to say, or that 
he had been incorrectly reported; but in an interview with a er he re 
peated the language, “This dostrine is simply uoasailable,” be said; “the 
opposite would subject any man to constant danger of the assassia’s de 
ballet or dagger, and in every case gives to the latter the commana 
advantage.” 


The Glode-Democrat gives the contrary views of a aamber 
judges and lawyers; but, in the meantime, the prisoner in 


the 
profited by securing an aquittal, Judgo Laughlin’s ruling is considered , 
the more serious because there are dozens of persons in a about Si. 
Louis who have “ reasonable cause” to believe that obher persons are to 


kill them, and these will now, it is feared, cormmit wilfal marder as a matte 
of precaution. A generel fusillade may, thecefora, at any a 
expected. 
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CASES OF LAST WEEK. 


ApmtinistratTion AcTion—BreacH oF Trust—PartTIes —AGENr—SOLici- 
ToR—CosTs—TaxATION—TuIRD Party—So icirors Act (6&7 Vict. c. 73, 
s. 39.—In a case of Spencer v. Hart, before the Court of Appeal on the 20th 
inst., the question arose whether solicitors had been properly made a party to 
an action for the administration of the estate of a testator and the execution of 
the trusts of his will, ard whether a beneficiary under the will could maintain 
an action against the solicitors, who had been employed by the trustees and 
executors, for the taxation of the solicitors’ bill of costs in relation to the trust. 
The testator by his will gave the residue of his property to trustees, whom he 
also appointed executors, upon trust to pay the income to his wife for her life, 
and after her death to divide the capital equally between certain persons, of 
whom the plaintiff was one. After the death of the widow the action was 
brought against the trustees and the solicitors who had acted for them in 
relation to the trust. Ove of the trustees had been a managing clerk in the 
office of the solicitors. By his statement of claim the plaintiff alleged that, 
after the death of the widow, the trustees converted the estate into money and 
presented a statement of accounts to the beneficiaries, and divided among them 
the sum which they represented that they had in their hands for division. The 
plaintiff alleged that he had since discovered that the trustees had omitted 
from the accounts various large sums of money which they had received as 
trustees, and, in particular, had failed te give credit for a sum of £700 which 
they had received on account of some houses forming part of the testator’s 
estate. The plaintiff also alleged that the trustees had charged in the 
accounts various large sums by way of disbursements or allowances which they 
were not entitled so to charze, and that they had (inter alia) taken credit for a 
sum of £455, being the amount of a bill of costs alleged by them to have been 
paid to the defendants, the solicitors. The plaintiff alleged that the bill of costs 
was not in fact paid by the trustees, but that the amount thereof was deducted 
by the solicitors out of moneys received by them on the sale of the testator’s 
property, and that the bill had never been taxed. The plaintiff alleged that the 
bill of costs contained gross and excessive overcharges and serious errors and 
omissions, and that the same would, if taxed, be greatly reduced. The plaiatiff 
further alleged that the trustees bad acted under the advice and direction of 
the solicitors in all things connected with the testator’s estate, and that all 
moneys arising from the sale and conversion of the estate passed through their 
hands, and that the trustees never caused any cash account of such receipts to 
be taken. The plaintiff claimed to have the testator’s estate administered, 
and the trusts of his will carried into execution under the direction 
of the court, and, for that purpose to have all necessary accounts 
taken and inquiries made ; to have an account taken of all moneys come to the 
hands of the solicitors on account of the estate; and to have the bill of 
costs taxed under the direction of the court. The solicitors put in a demurrer, 
and the demurrer was allowed by the Vice-Chancellor of the Lancaster 
Chancery Court (Mr. Bristowe, Q.C.), on the ground that the case was 
governed by the decision of Lord Romilly, M.R., in Maw v. Pearson (28 Beav. 
196), and his decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (BaGcaLLay and 
Linptey, LJJ.). BacGauray, L.J., said that the application was by a cestui 
qe trust to have a bill of costs against his trustees taxed. By section 39 of 
the Solicitors Act of 1843, power was given to a third party to have a bill of 
costs taxed, but his lordship was not aware of any authority before that Act 
for the taxation of a bill of costs on the application ofa third party. The case 
of Vincent v. Venner (1 M. & K. 212) had been relied on. But in that case 
one of the defendants to the suit had entered into an agreement with the 
plaintiff's solicitor to satisfy the plaintiffs claim, and to pay the costs of the 
suit as between solicitor and client. The defendant petitioned the court for 
taxation of the solicitor’s bills of costs. This was, in fact, an application for 
the specific performance of the agreement, which involved the taxation of the 
costs which were agreed to be paid. The court, in ordering the taxation, was 
only giving effect to the agreement. No case had been cited in which the 
jurisdiction suggested had been exercised. There were many cases in which 
taxation of a solicitor’s bill had been directed in a suit for the purpose by his 
client, but none in which this had been done at the suit of a third party. 
Were the solicitors then liable to the plaintiff in any other character than as 
solicitors The principle on which agents could be made parties to a suit as 
constructive trustees was well defined by Lord Selborne in the case of Barnes 
v. Addy (22 W. RB. 505, L. R. 9 Ch. 244, 251) thus: that “‘ strangers are not 
to be made constructive trustees merely because they act as the agents of 
trustees in transactions within their legal powers, transactions, perhaps, of 
which a court of equity may disapprove, unless those agents receive and 
become chargeable with some part of the trust property, or unless they assist 
with knowledge in a dishonest and fraudulent design on the part of the 
trustees.” His lordship could see nothing in the allegations in the present 
case which justified making the solicitors parties to the action as constrnctive 
trustees. ‘here was no ground for giving leave to amend the statement of 
claim. Even if there was jurisdiction to tax a solicitor’s bill in an action by a 
third party, it was not right to adopt the more expensive remedy instead of 

g in 4 summary way under the Solicitors Act. LinpLey, L.J., was 
of the same opinion, Primdé facie an agent, whether he was a solicitor or not, 
could not be sued by a third party, but if an agent hai so acted in a breach 
of trust as to stand in the position of a guasi-trustee, a bill would jie against 
him by the cestui que trust, No such case was made out bere. It was alleged 
that the solicitors bad retained the amount of a bill of costs in which there 
were overcharges, and the question was whether the cestui que trust could 
briog an action against the trustees end the solicitors. Vincent v. Venner did 
not go so far as that. There there was an agreement “ by a third party” to 
pay 4 solicitor’s costs as between solicitor and client, and that could not be 
done without a taxation cf the costs. ‘That decision might be quite right, but 
it did not govern the present case. In his lordship’s opinion such an action 





against an agent was not maintainable.—Soxicirors, Pritchard, Englefield, & 
Co. ; E. W. Owiles. 


Wut—Wuts Acr (1 Vicr. oc. 26), 8, 38—Girr To CHILD LEAVING 
IssuE LIvinG aT TesTator’s DEaTH—GirT By CHILD TO FatHer—Larse.— 
In the matter of a petition presented in an administration action of Jones v, 
Hensler, heard on the 20th inst., Hall, V.C., had to deal with a new 
and curious point which arose under the 33rd section of the Wills Act. The 
section provides that “where achild . . . of a testator to whom any real 

4 estate is devised . . ~. shall die in the lifetime of the testator 
leaving issue, and any such issue shall be living at the death of the testator, 
the devise shall not lapse, but shall take effect as if the death of such person 
had happened immediately after the death of the testator”, unless a contrary 
intention shall appear by the will. In the present case a testator had devised 
a freehold house to his son absolutely, and had given his residuary real estate 
to other devisees. The son predeceased his father, but left issue who were 
living at the time of the father’s death. The son had also made a will, 
whereby he gave all bis real and pereonal estate to his father absolutely. 
Upon the death of the father an action was instituted for the administration 
of his estate, and the freehold house specifically devised by his will was sold, 
and the proceeds paid into court. Upon the present petition the heir-at-law of 
the son claimed the fund. The question which arose was whether, inasmuch 
as by the operation of the Wills Act the son must be taken to have survived 
the father in order to give effect to the devise, the property had passed back 
again under the son’s will to the father, and, if so, had again become subject 
either to the specific or residuary gift in that will, or whether there had been 
a lapse in respect of the devise by the son. Hatt, V.C., after hearing the 
arguments, held that the father’s will could not operate a second time upon 
the property, and that since, by the fiction created by the section of the 
statute, the son had survived the father, the latter had, by the same fiction, 
predeceased the son, and the devise by the will of the latter had consequently 
lapsed by the operation of the ordinary law. He held, therefore, that the 
petitioner, as heir-at-law of the son, was entitled to the fund.—Soxicitors, ~ 
Jones, Blazland, & Son. 


INFANT—MAINTENANCE—ALLOWANCE BEYOND SUM FIXED BY TESTATOR 
—JURISDICTION ON SuMMONS.—In a case of In re Colgan, before Fry, J., on 
the 20:h ivst., a question arose as to granting for the maintenance and educa- 
tion of infants, who were entitled under a will to interest partly vested and 
partly contingent, an allowance in excess of the sum which the testator had 
directed to be paid for the purpose. The question was also raised whether the 
court had jurisdiction to make such an order onsummons. The testator gave 
the residue of his estate to trustees, on trust out of the income to nay an 
annuity of £220 to his wife, and then to pay to his daughter the yearly sum 
of £100 for each of his two grandchildren, Arthur and Emily (the children of 
the daughter bya former husband), as regarded Arthur so long as he should 
be under the age of twenty-five, and as regarded Emily so long as she should 
be under the age of twenty-one and unmarried, these sums to be paid to the 
daughter for the maintenance, education, and support of the grandchildrea 
respectively. The residue of the income was to be accumulated during the 
life of the testator’s wife, and upon her death he directed that the trastee should 
stand possessed of the trust funds on trust to pay to his son T., if he should 
te living, the sum of £3,000, but, if the same should not be personally claimed 
by him within two years from the testator’s dcatb, it was to form part of the 
residue, and on further trust to invest the sum of £3,000 and pay the income 
thereof to the testator’s daughter for her life, and on her death the trustees 
were to stand possessed of the £3,000 on trust for such person or persons as 
the daughter should by will appoint, and in default of appointment on trust to 
apply the same as part of the testator’s residue. And on further trust 
to pay to the grandson Arthur, on his attaining the age of twenty-five, the 
sum of £10,000. And on further trust to pay to the granddaughter Emily, on 
her attaining twenty-one or marrying under that age, the sum of £10,000, 
and, in the event of her death before she should have attained twenty- 
one or married, upon trust to apply the £10,000 as part of the testator’s 
residue, And the testator gave the residue of his trust estate on trust 
for hig daughter and her children, Arthor and Emily, in equal shares, the 
shares of the two grandchildren to be paid to them on their respectively 
attaining twenty-one. By a codicil the testator revoked the legacy of £3,000 
to his son '[., and bequeathed to him in lieu thereof a sum of £500, to be paid 
to him as soon as possible after the testator’s death. After the death of the 
testator an order was made by Fry, J., appointing the mother of the two 
grandchildren and her second husband their guardians during their 
respective minorities, and it was ordered that the two sums of £100 should be 
paid to the guardians. A summons was afterwards taken out in the name of 
the infants, by their step-father as their next friend, asking that the further 
sum of £150 per annum might be allowed for the maintenance and education 
of the grandson Arthur, and the further sum of £120 per annum for the main- 
tenance and education of the granddaughter Emily, during their respective 
minorities, or until further order, aud the then increased allowances might be 
paid by the trustees to the guardians out of the income of the 
fund set apart to meet the two legacies of £10,000 each. The grand- 
son was twenty-one years of age; the granddaughter was fifteen. The 
residue of the testator’s estate was estimated as worth more than £14,000. 
The only near relations of the infants on the mother’s side living were their 
grandmother, the testator’s widow, who was aged seventy-seven ; their mother 
and their maternal uncle, the testator’s son I. These all, so far as they 
could, consented to the application, except the maternal uncle, who was 
absent abroad. Fry, J., held that he had jurisdiction to make the order on 
summons, and he directed the increased allowance asked for to be paid by the 
trustees out of the income of the estate. The order contained a recital that 
the only persons interested under the terms of the will in the trust moneys 
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were, in addition to the infants, the testator’s son and his daughter and her 
husband, and that the persons entitled under the Statute of Distributions who 
were or might become interested in the accumulations of income, in the event of 
the testator’s widow surviving the period of twenty-one years from the death 
of the testator, were the testator’s widow and his son and daughter; that the 
widow was aged seventy-seven, and that she consented to the application ; and 
that the daughter and her husband consented so far as they were able. And 
the order directed that the trustees should hold the interests of the infants, 
respectively, in the legacies of £10,000 and the residue under the will, as a 
security for the purpose of recouping to any person entitled thereto what 
would have arisen from the accumulation of such part of the income as should 
be applied in payment of the increased allowances instead of being accumu- 
lated. And it was ordered that a copy of the order should be indorsed on 
the probate of the testator’s will.—SoLicrrors, Redpath § Holdsworth. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. Reatstrar Murray, acting as Chief Judge.) 
December 21.— Lz parte Lovering, Re Bliss. 


At the time of B.’s bankruptcy, G., a creditor, held a policy of assur- 
ance upon B.’s life, and also an equitable mortgage upon leasehold 
property belonging to B.,as security for the debt due to her. 

G. proved her debt under the bankruptcy after assessing the value of 
the securities, and B.’s trustee applied for leave to disclaim the lease, 
without reference to the policy. 

Held, that he was at liberty to do so. 


This was an application on behalf of the trastee under the bankruptcy 
of Frederic Henry Bliss, a bankrupt, for an order that he might be at 
liberty to disclaim all the bankrupt’s interest in a leasehold dwelling-house 
and premises known as Wallfield House, Whetstone, held by the bankrupt 
under @ lease dated 23rd of September, 1878, for a term of fourteen years 
computed from Michaelmas-day, 1878, at the yearly rental of £52 10s., 
subject to an equitable mortgage to Mrs. C. M. Gurney. 

At the date of the adjudication Mrs. Gurney was a creditor of the estate 
for the sum of £200, and held as security (1) a policy of assurance on the 
bankrapt’s life for £500 effected with the City of Glasgow Assurance 
Company in 1874, subject to premiums amounting to £12 10s. per annum ; 
and (2) the lease of the house and premises, Wallfield House. 

The bankruptcy occurred in August, 1880, and at that time the office 
surrender value of the life policy was £21 17s. Mrs. Garney proved her 
debt against the estate, and valued the policy at £30, and she had since 
paid the half-yearly premioms as they became due, She also valued the 
security which she held on Wallfield Houseat £10. The trustee stated that 
the premises were let at a rack rental, and he desired to disclaim the 
bankrupt’s interest in the lease. He declined, however, either to take over 
the policy or to disclaim it, but expressed his intention to claim the benefit 
of it if the life fell in. 

G. A. Rooks (solicitor), in support of the application. 

£. C. Willis, for Mrs. Gurney.—The trustee cannot disclaim the lease, and 
at the same time say, ‘‘I do not desire to disclaim the policy,”’ which is part 
of the same security. The respondent has certain securities for her debt, 
- she has the ordinary rights of a mortgagee, including a right to fore- 
close, 

Mr. ReoistRaR Murray.—The mortgagee may assess the value of her 
security according to the rules and if she does so, and the security is after- 
wards realized by sale, and it produces more than the amount at which it was 
assessed, the surplus will belong to the trustee, 

Willis.—The question is whether the trustee can disclaim the lease with- 
out making some provision as to the policy. He ought not to disclaim a part 
of the property without disclaiming the whole, 

Mr .RearstraR Murray said the trustee bad a right, an absolute right, under 
the 23rd section, to disclaim-the lease. Mrs. Gurney had proved her debt 
against the estate, and in her proof she said that she held no security or satis- 
faction except the policy, which she valued at £30, and a lease which she 
valued at £10, The trustee might have disclaimed without leave ; that was 
a matter which rested between him and the court, and he could not under- 
stand the objection which had been made. The rules showed the course to be 
adopted, and if, upon the sale of the policy, there was more than enough to 
pay the assessed value, the surplus must be handed to the trustve ; and, on 
the other hand, if there was a deficiency, the mortgagee would be at liberty 
to prove. The objection raised on behalf of the mortgagee was really unten- 
be and an order would be made giving the trustee liberty to disclaim the 
ease, 

Solicitors for the trustee, Rooks & Co. 

Solicitors for the mortgagee, Chappell & Gibbons, 


_ 


December 21,—Re Hockings. 


The court will not entertain an application for the appointment of a 
receiver without the production of the original file of proceedings in the 
matter, or of an office copy of the petition for liquidation. 

This was an application on behalf of a debtor who had presented a petition 
for liquidation by arrangement or composition with creditors under the 125th 
and 126th sections of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, for the appointment of a 
receiver, and for an injunction to restrain actions by creditors until after the 
first meeting. 

Harris White (solicitor), in support of the application. 

Mr. Rearstrak Murray,—Have you an office copy of the petition ? 

H. White.—One has not yet been made, 





Mr. RecistRar Murray.—I must refuse to appoint a receiver or to grant 
any injunction without an office copy of the petition. There is a case pending 
before me at this moment in which a receiver was appointed and an injunc- 
tion granted before the petition was actually filed. I must have some evidence 
that the petition has been filed; an office copy must be produced, or the 
original file of proceedings should be brought into court. 

Solicitor to the petition, Harris White. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
SALISBURY. 
(Before Mr. Serzzant Tinpat ATKINSON, Judge.) 
Dec. 5.—Alexander v. The Great Western Railway Company. 
Carriers Act, 11 Geo. 4, and 1 Will. 4, c. 68, s. 1—Insurance—Insufficiency of 
declaration of sale, 

His Honoovr, in giving judgment in this case, said :— 

This is an action brought by the plaintiff to recover from the defendants the 
sum of £4 8s. 8d. for damage done negligently to goods intrusted by him to 
the defendants as common carriers, and which goods, it is alleged, were to be 
carried at their risk. Although the amount in dispute is small, the facts raise 
a question of some moment between railway companies and the public who 
employ them for the purposes of goods traffic—rnamely, as to what constitutes 
a sufficient declaration of the value and nature of articles which require to be 
insured, in order to bring the sender within the protection of the Carriers Act, 
11 Geo. 4, and 1 Will. 4, c. 68; and I thought the case of safficient import- 
anc3 to delay giving jadgment until I had had an opportunity of considering 
the evidence and consulting such authorities as I might find bore upon the 
matter in issue between the parties. The short facts upon which the question 
turns are that the plaintiff, who carries on the business of an upholsterer in 
Salisbury, being in London in May of this year, had occasion to send to 
Salisbury a quantity of china and a number of ornamental tiles. Desirous to 
avoid the risk of carriage from damage or loss to the china, which, in default 
of insurance, he was aware would fall upon him, he went to one of the defend- 
ants’ receiving offices at Oxford-street, in London, and communicated to a 
clerk whom he found there that he was desirous of sending to Salisbury a 
case containing china of the value of between £20 and £30, and 
also that it was to be carried at the company’s risk. At that 
time there was a legibly printed notice of the terms of insurance as 
required by the Carriers Act put up in the office in a conspicuous positiog, 
but which notice the plaintiff did not see nor was his attention called to it by 
anyone. The word “‘iusurance” was not named, but the plaintiff offered to 
pay any rate that might be demanded for the china being carried at the 
company’s risk. The case was delivered subsequently to the defendants’ 
carman, who collected it with a note containing the charge of 10s. 8d., which 
was the carriage merely, and did not include any sum for insurance, nor was 
any declaration made to the carman at the time of the value or nature of the 
articles in the package. On the case being delivered in Salisbury it was fouad 
to have been damaged in the transit, and on being opened a quantity of the 
china and some of the ornamental tiles were broken, of the value claimed in 
the plaintiff's particulars—namely, £3 16s. for the china, and 123. 8d. for 
tiles. It does not appear from the evidence that the injury which had arisen 
was caused by bad or imperfect packing. Upon these facts it is contended 
that the defendants are protected by the provisions of the Carriers Act, 11 Geo. 
4, and 1 Will. 4, c. 68, which enacts that no common carrier shall be liable 
for the loss of, or injury to, certain articles enumerated, among which china is 
one, when the value of such articles contained in any packages or parcel shall 
exceed £10, unless at the time of the delivery at any office or receiv- 
ing-office of the carrier, or to his book-keeper or other servant, the 
value. and nature of such articles shall be declared by the person 
sending them, and the increased charge be accepted by the person 
receiving the parcel or package containing such articles. In the present 
case the question is raised, has the plaintiff by what he did when he went 
to the defendants’ receiving-house in Oxford-street brought himeelf within 
the protection of the statute? The facts show that whatever was done or 
said respecting the value of the china was said or done before any delivery 
took place, and, as it appears ta me, partook more of the nature of an 
inquiry than of a completed transaction, No money was demanded or paid 
at the time, nor was any of the printed forms ordinarily used by the com- 
pany between them and the senders of goods when they are to be insured 
by them against risk of loss or damage employed or filled up, nor, when 
the actual delivery to the defendants’ carman took place, was the value 
mentioned to him. The mere fact of stating the value to a carrier's servant 
when cbtaining information as to the rate of insurance in the absence of 
the thing to be insured is not a declaration of its value within the terms of 
the statute. Nor does the expressed opinion of the carrier as to the value 
of a thing to be carried obviate the necessity of a formal declaration : Boys 
v. Pink (8 C, & P. 361). A later decision, Bradbury v. Sutton (21 W. RB. 
128), Exchequer Chamber, has, no doubt, modified this raling at Nisi Prius, 
by holding that it is not essential that a declaration of value ander the 
Carriers Act should be express or formal, but in whatever form it is made, 
it must be so framed as to convey to the mind of the carrier or bis agent 
the value and natare of the thing delivered, and that at a time when the 
means of examination of the article or articles to be insured are open and 
available to the insurer. The case relied upon by Mr. Nodder for the 
plaintiff—namely, Behrens v. The Great Northern Railway Company (31 
L. J. Ex. 299)—in my reading of it, differa in a material fact from the pre- 
sent case. There the sender of the declared the value and natare 
of ita contents at the time of the delivery to the carman; here there was 
nothing more than a previous inquiry as to the rate of which the 
company would oharge for carrying the goods at their risk, made, it must 
be observed, antecedently to the delivery ; aud the words of the seotion are 
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clear and precise that the thing to be insu-ed must have been delivered to 
the carrier before or at the time the contract for insurance is completed. 
A constrnotive delivery, in my opinion, is not within the terms or meaning 
of the statute. This being the view I take of the facts before me, the claim 
for the china must be disallowed. The plaintiff's case, however, does not 
entirely fail. The package contained a number of ornamertal tiles, some of 
which were damaged in the transit, and they, not being within the excepted 
articles of the Carriers Act, render the defendants responsible under their 
common law liability as common carriers, fhe case of Zreadwin v. The 
Great Eastern Railway Company (L. R. 3 C. P. 308) being an authority that 
where a packing case contains articles, some within the statute and others 
not, the value of the latter may, when lost or damaged by the negligence of 
the carrier, be recovered from hia by the sender. Thére will therefore be 
a verdict for the plaintiff for the damaged tiles for 123, 84., with costs on 
that amount. 

Nodder, for the plaintiff. 

Powning, for the defendants. 








OBITUARY. 


LORD JUSTICE LUSH. 


The Right Hon. Sir Robert Lusb, knight, one of the judges of the 
Court of Appeal, died at his residence, 60, Avenue-road, Regent’s-park, on 
the 27th inst. at the age of seventy-four. Lord Justice Lush was the 
son of Mr. Robert Lush, of Shaftesbury, where he was born in 
1807. He was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in 1840, when he joined the 
Home Circuit. A short time after his call to the bar he published a work 
on the Act for the Abolition of Imprisonment for Debt. This was afterwards 
followed by a book on Queen’s Bench Practice, which was a recognized text- 
beok on common law practice until the passing of the Jadicature Acts, 
and first established his professional reputation. He steadily rose 
into a leading position as a junior both in London and on circuit. In 1857 
he received a silk gown from Lord Cranworth, and was at Once introduced 
into leading business. He was a sound mercantile lawyer, and was for 
many years engaged in nearly every important shipping case at Guildhall. 
Without any pretensions to eloquence, he was gifted with the faculty of 
laying intricate facts before a jury with reniarkable clearness, while 
his uniform tact, patience, and good temper made him always a 
most popular and successfnl advocate. He shared with the late 
Sir William Bovill the best portion of the leading business of the 
Home Circuit, while in London he for a long time confined himself to 
the Conrt of Common Pleas, not going into the other common Jaw 
courts without a special retainer. In October, 1865, on the death of Mr, 
Justice Crompton, he was appointed by Lord Crauworth to a puisne juadgship 
in the Court of Queen’s Bench, and shortly afterwards received the honour 
of knighthood. The appointment was warmly welcomed by the profession, 
and was fully justified by subsequent results. No judge was ever more 
popular with the bar and with juries owing to bis unfailing amiability 
and courtesy of demeanour. He was most patient and industrious in the 
dispatch of al] his judicial business, and his judgments always bore traces of 
great care and accuracy in their composition. Sir R. Lush will be 
remembered as having been one of the three judges who presided at the trial 
at bar of the Tichborne claimant, and the labour and anxiety attendant upon 
that ease seriously undermined his health. It may also be remembered 
that he tried the case of Angus v. Dalton, which has occasioned so much 
discussion and was recently finally decided in the House of Lords; and 
that, although his two colleagues in the Queen’s Bench Division differed 
from him, bis ruling at the trial was upheld by the majority of the Court of 
Appeal, and by sll the five law lords. In Boveuhic, 1875, on 
the Judicature Acts coming into force, he attended continuously 
at judges’ chambers for several weeks, and rendered most valuable 
aid in settling the new practice. In 1878 he was made & Privy Councillor, 
an honour very rarely conferred upon a pnisne judge, and in October, 1880, 
on the death of Lord Jastica Thesiger, he was transferred to the Court of 
Appeal. His promotion gave general satisfaction, though it was felt that it 
had been too long delayed. Unfortunately he soon showed signs of failing 
health, and he sustained a severe blow by the death of Lady Lush in the 
early part of the present year. About a month ago he was taken ill while 
sitting in the Oourt of Appeal, and he was never again able to resume his 
jadici 1 daties. Lord Justice Lush’s Joss will long be felt, as he was among 
the most popular and reepected of our judges. He was a member of the 
Baptist community,‘and was s most gencrous supporter of all the charities 
connécted with that body. Lord Justice Lush was a bencher of Gray’s-inn. 
He wae & member of the Jadicatare Commission, and of the Commission 
on the Penal Code, He was married in 1839 to the daughter of the Rev. 
Christopher Woollacott, and he leaves several children. One of his 
daaghters is married to Mr. Justice Williams. 


MR. EDWARD WILLIAM BINNEY. 


Mr. E. W. Binney, F.B.S., F.G.8., solicitor, of Manchester, died on the 
19th inst., at Cheetham-hill, Manchester. The followin interes!ing account 
A his career appears io the Manchester Guardian :—Mr. Binney was born 
in 1212, at Morton, in Nottinghamshire. Adopting the legal profession, he 
served bis afticles with a solicitor at Chesterfid. About the year 1826 he 
came to Maochéster, residing for some time in the of the late Mr. 
Harland, with whom he then began an intimate and enduring friendship. 





Perhaps the most interesting incident of his professional career was his con- 
duct of the case of the successful claimant in the great Chadwick lawsuit of 
1842. Circumstances directed his strong scientific tastes towards the geology 
of this district, and every hour that could be snatched from his office was 
deyoted to diligent examinations of the local strata, with especial regard to 
those of the coal formation. On this branch of his favourite pursuit he soon 
became the leading authority—an honourable distinction which his uoflagging 
industry well sustained. In association with friends of kindred tastes, he 
shared in the foundation of the Manchester Geological Society in 1838. He 
was the most liberal contributor to its museum, many of the specimens being 
the product of his personal research and indefatigable activity. By his 
lamented death the Literary and Philosophical Society loses its president, and 
one of its oldest and most valued members. Until recently he was almost a 
daily visitor at its rooms. Since his election as an ordinary member, in 
January, 1842, he had successively ocoupied almost every one of its principal 
honorary offices, and his papers and notes occupy a promiaent place in its 
volumes. A portrait ofhim, painted by Mr. W. H. Johnston, was présented to 
the society by his distinguished friend Dr. Joule, and now adorns ite walls, 
Mr. Binney was a man of singularly robust character—mentally as well as 
physically. His preferences and antipathies were manifested with signal 
frankness. But he was truly kind-hearted, and was warmly sympathetic with 
every honest labourer in science, and especially if belonging to the working 
classes. The industry of Mr. Binney is evidenced by thé number of his 
gcientific memoirs and notes. They are about one hundred in number, and 
include a few written in conjunction with other savants. These papers 
included reports presented to the British Association and contributions to the 
publications of the Royal Society, the West Yorkshire Geological Society, the 
Philosophical Magazine, Sturgeon’s ‘* Annals of Electricity,’ the Geological 
Society, and, above all, the Manchester Literary and Philosophical Society. 
For the Paiswontographical Society, of which he was a vice-president, he wrote 
a monograph on the ‘‘ Structure of Fossil Plants found in the Carboniferous 
Strata.” Four parts were issued between 1868 and 1875; it is still incom- 
plete. Mr. Binney was elected a Fellow of the Geological Society in 1853, 
and of the Royal Society in 1856. He was honorary member of the Geological 
Societies of Edinburgh and Liverpool, and of the Geological and Polytechnical 
Sosiety of the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Binney was one of those 
whose investigations gave & commercial importance to the paraffin oil manu- 
facture, and this yielded him a handsome fortune. It is not, however, as the 
successful man of business that he will be remembered, but as a genuine love 
of science for its own sake. His sterling nature, his strong and original 
character, deserve and will insure him an honourable place in thé record of our 
local worthies. 











LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, CHARLES ALBERT CARTER, solicitor, of Walsall, has been appninted 
Managing Clerk in the Legal Department of the Office of the Town Clerk 
of Birmingham. Mr, Carter was admitted a solicitor in 1872, and'has been 
for several years in partnership with Mr. George Cotterell. 


Mr. Antuur Etrorp Apams, solicitor, of Truro, has been appointed Clerk 
to the West Ponder Highway Board, on the resignation of his partner, 
Mr. John Paul. 


Mr. Wortuineton Evans, solicitor, of 34, Eastcheap, has been appoinied 
by Alderman Hanson to the office of Ward Clerk of Billingegate Ward, in 
succession to Mr. Charles Fredetick Murray, resigned. 


Mr. Epwarp Harry Apcock, solicitor, of Palmerston-bnildings, Old 
Broad-street, London, E.C., and Penge, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for the Provinces of Ontario, ‘Manitoba, and Nova Scotia, in the 
Dominion of Canada. Mr. Adcock was admitted Hilary, 1865. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Joun Stevenson, Henry Lycett, and Henry Stevenson, solicitors, 
Manchester. December 16. The business will in fature be carried on by 
John Stevenson and Henry Lycett. 

Tuomas Swirt and Jonn OAkpEN Swirt, solicitors, St. Helen’s (Swift 
and Son). October 26, The said John Oakden Swift continues thé practice 
alone under the style of Swift and Son. [{ Gazette, December 16, } 








COMPANIES. 


—_— 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Joint Stock Companizs. 
Limitep In CHANCERY. 

AxGio-Farwcn Untow Bank, Limirep.—By an order madé by Hall 
ordered that the winding tp be continued, Paddison and Oo, Castle st, Holborn, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

Axoio-Vineintan Vaurnotp Lawp Company, Limrtep.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Dec 20, directed to be heard before Chitty, J,,on Jan 14, Bohm, Ol Petry, 
solicitor for the petitioners 

Miptann Lawp any Investment Corporation, Limitsp.—OCreditors are required, on or 
before Jan 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and 
claims, to Bolton and Co, Birmingham, Wednesday, Mar 1, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims : 

Urivxe Barckyteros Comrany, Limitey,—Petition for winding up, presented Dee 20, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Jan 14, Longeroft and Myers, Olement’s 
inn, Strand, solicitors for the petitioner i 

{ Gagette, Deo, 23,] 


V.C., it was 
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FavERSHAM BRickFreips Company, Limirep.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
Dec 17, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Longeroft and Myers, 
Clement’s inn, Strand, solicitors for the petitioner , 

Harop Brewkry Company, Limirsp.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated Dec 17, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. White, Poultry, agent for Leyson, 
Swansea, solicitor for the petitioner 

Harzer Natura Mingrat WAtEe Company, Lrurrsp.—By an order made by Chitty, J, 
dated Dec 19, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Lindo and Co, Coleman 
st, solicitors for the petitioner 

Lrpzrt4 LAND AND InvestMENT Company, LiuitEp.—By an order made by Chitty, J, 
dated 17, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Heritage and Co, St. 
Clement’s House, Clement’s lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

LonDON AND PRovinoyaL Gussuy Assooration, Limrtrp.—Chitty, J, has fixed Monday, 
Jan 9, at 12, at his cham , for the sageiiment of an official liquidator 

TuRNBULL Patan Postoon Dock aNnp Su 
by an order dated Dec 7, appointed 
liquidator 


mpway Company, Limitep.—Chitty, J, has, 
enjamin Smyrke, of Sunderland, to be official 
[ Gazette, Dec. 27. j 
County Paratine or Lancast3. 

CLITHEROER PERMANENT yoy Buitpine Socrety.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Dec 24, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., on Jan $. Sale and Co, 
Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Dec. 27.] 


FRIENDLY Societies DissoLyEp. 
Typnoeen 5: eer Socrzry, Register No. 327, Masons’ Arms Inn, Finedon, Northamp- 
ton. Dec , 
{Gazette, Dec. 23.] 
LANDSEER F'r1zwpiy Socrery, Register No. 6843, Landseer rd, Li Dec 23 
8. Lodge 103, 
Croydon, 


vi 1. 
LoyaAL BEEHIVE FRrenpiy Socrery, ag slog Order of Old Friends, 

Register No. 903, Rose and Crown Inn, Church st, Dec 23 
oe { Gazet te, Dec. 27.] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


ArMsSTRONG, WitL1AmM, Hawnes, Bedford, Farmer. Jan10. Rushbrooke vy Armstrong, 
Chitty, J. Ward, Lincoln’sinn fields  ° 
Buse grosses Sunderland, Painter. Jan 17. Newman v Alcock, Chitty, J. 
bson, Mon! 
Bywarsr, JaBEZ ice’s End, Stafford, Auctioneer. Jan17. Hughes v Jones, Chitt; 
J. Stokes, Dual ‘* . i 


Cavs, THomas, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Traveller, Feb1. Gibbs y Cave, Hall, 
V.C. Bowen, Moorgate st 

CrurtwELt, THomas, Newbury, Berks, Gent. Feb 1. Hales v Wilton, Hall, Y.C. 
Adams, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Epwarps, Txomas, Tredegar, Monmouth, Grocer. Feb 1, Edwards v Williams, Hall, 
V.C. Shepard, ‘tredegar : 

Fortrum, Joun, Grimsbury, Northampton, Farmer. Feb 1. Harrison v Harrison, 

all, V Ha , Ban’ 


GoveH, Waiter, Holmwood, Dorking, Surrey, Gent. Jan13, Gough v Gough, Bacon, 
V.C. Galmoye, Essex st, Strand 

Hare, Joszrpx Witxitam, Desborough pl, Harrow rd, Printer. Jan 24. Harrild y Hare, 
Hall, V.C. Lovell, Guildhall chbrs, B hall st 

Hunt, James, Peterborough Northampton, Builder. Jan 0, Rippon v Hunt, Bacon, 
V.C. Jones, Mark lane 

Martinvccr, Axrowto MBARDI, Pall Mall East, Photographic Artist. Jan7. Fulton 
v Martinucci, Bacon, V.C. Hewitt, Nicholas lane 

Storer, EvizasetH, Abergavenny, Jan 16. Harris vy Morgan, Bacon, V.C. Baker, 
Abergavenny * F 

Wicks, oun, Kilburn, Builder. Jan 20, Wicks v Wicks, Chitty, J. Haines, Serjeant’s 
inn, Fleet st 

Wirners, Atrrep, Southsea, Hants, Timber Merchant. Jan 20. Driver v Withers, 
Chitty, J. Brown, ——— st [ Gazette, Dec. 20.] 

Brrepon, THomas Henry, Bere ct, Berks, Esq. Febl. Breedon v Breedon, Hall, V.C. 
Witherington, Reading 

Crover, JANE p¥ LA, Fopstone rd, Kensington. Feb 1. Dela Crouée v De la Crouée, 
Hall, V.C. Rickards, Crown ct, Old Broad st 

Jowtinas, WitL1AM, Rodborough, Gloucester, Clothier. Jan 31. Jowlings v Roberts, 

,J. Witchell, Cainscross mele 

Lonepan, Joun, Romily, Chester, Innkeeper. Jan 13, Allott vy Longden, Bacon, V.C. 
Drinkwater, Hyde 

Mzrson, Davip, Warnford ct, Stockbroker. Jan 20. Brander v Merson, Chitty, J. 
Gibb, Fenchurch avenue ; 

Situ, Arrour Denman TYizr, Seaford. Sussex, Esq. Jan 19. Abrahams v Smith, 

P 


Chitty, J. Gardiner, John s! 
Warxtrs, Jou, Flanhowell bo, Radnor, Farmer, Jan 17. Drew v Watkins, 
Chitty, J. Bazele, Builth [Gagette, Dec.'23.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ArcuER, PERE Ronson, Lowestoft, Suffolk. Feb16. Miller and Co, Norwich 

Bapee ' ward SuxsRson, Golborne, caster, Surgeon. Jan 14. Mayne and 
m, Wigan 

Brrp, Tomas, Patricroft, Lancaster, Plumber. Jan 3 Horner and Son, Manchester 

Brooxz, Asranam, Soothill, Dewsbury, York, Esq. Feb 1. Scholfield and Taylor, 


ey 
Catpicotr, Hengy, Worceste: m Golieor. Jee 17. Thorn, Worcester 
— ya Holagate, 8 op, an a i a jong, ig 
OFFLN, DWARD, versham, 0. sq. Jan 10, bins aud Cameron, 
Grestiam house, Old Broad st diats 


8! 
Coorgr, Ep 0 Leicester, Miller. Feb 14. Bartlett, Loughboro' 
Davieate bey frees a Osniaburgh st, Regent’s pk. Jan 2. Ft a ot, 


Bow st, Covent gdn 
Foustan, Matrazw, Temple gins, Inner Temple, Barrister at Law. Jan2z. Booty 
and Bayliffe, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn : 
ARLES, Weston super Maro, Somerset, Gent. Feb1$. Bakers and Co, 


Gixawerins, bw 
Weston super 

Gurrfin; Lvoy, ok st, Pimlico. Jan 20, Hudson, Furnival’s inn 

Hairy, Mary, berkhampstead, Herts. Febl, James and Horwood, aeanary 

Happerey, Sane eames Salop. Jans. tt and Co, Shrewsbury 

simon, _ Cuxsnvne, sce oat : a — and Co, oy ong 
Nson, SuSANNA orbay oni ‘own. Jan 25, Moon, Lingoln’s i 

gorse, Mant, itt 9 %. Bishop, Brane isin ~ ehacgs 
DGRLL, HLizapern ham. Feb 1. wker ¥ 

Tawny, Faxpxarox, Orpines, Cibsinghury, Rens srewec’ Bahk eas od om, 


Luioxp, Wint1am, Hay, Brecon, Auctioneer, Feb 20, Cornor, Hereford 





Lonezz, Noa Smita, Bradford, York, Merchant. Feb1. Taylor and Co, Bradford 

Mackenzie, Harriett, Falmouth, Cornwall. Feb16. Tompson and Co, Stone bidgs, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Marswatt, Mary, Abingdon, Berks. Jan 9. Simpson and Co, Furnival’s inn 

Mitsom, Joun, Northgate, Wakefield, Retired Innkeeper. Dec 31. Lister, Wakefield 

Paynter, JouN, Berkeley sq. Feb1, Hores and Pattison, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Poots, Saran Awn, Gresford, Denbigh. Feb1l. Bankes, Oxford chmbrs, Liverpool 

Powktt, Trwotuy Sampson, Charlton, Henbury, Gloucester, Esq. Jan 10. Danger and 
Cartwright, Bristol 

Rogerson, NaTHANIEL, Crewe, Chester, Grocer. Janil. Hill, Crewe 

Rost, Maxtutiian Lupwie, Amoy, China, Storekeeper. Feb 25. Fielderand Sumner, 
Godliman st, Doctor’s commons 

ScHwEIckER, JonN FrepeErick, Lindau, Bavaria, Germany, Merchant. Feb 25. Fielder 
and Sumner, Godliman st, Doctor’s commons 

Samira, Ricwarp, Layham, Suffolk, Maltster. Feb 1. Grimwade, Hadleigh, Suffolk ! 

Smiru, Samvet, Althorpe rd, Wandsworth common, Surrey, Retired Licensed Victualler. 
Feb 10, Coldham, New inn, Strand 

Stoxes, ALuatTHa Saran, Wolverhampton. Feb1. Flewker and Page, Wolverhampton 

Sweetine, RicwarpD, Lorano, Clapham pk, Surrey, M.D. Jan 21. Barker and Son, 


Bedford row 
bg ms Jouy, Boroughbridge, York, Butcher. Janil7. Hirst and Capes, Borough- 
ridge 
Watt, Waiter, Boxmoor, Hemel Hempstead, Hertford. Jan 20. Few and Co, Surrey 
st, Strand [ Gazette, Dec. 20.]} 








LEGAL NEWS. 


At a special meeting of the Brighton Town Council on Wednesday the formal 
resignation of Mr, J. A. Neeman, town clerk, was handed in, and accepted. 
The General Parposes Committee recommended the appointment of Mr, J. Tiil- 
stone, the chief clerk, to the office, but an amendment was moved, on the ground 
that Mr. Tillstone was not a solicitor, and that it was requisite for the post to 
be occupied by a thoroughly qualified map. Ona division Mr. Tillstone was 
selected by twenty-four to fifteen. 


New rules haye been made with reference to writs of summons in Ireland. 
The following is a summary of the rules:—(1) That from and after the 2nd 
of January, 1882, all writs of summons for the commencement of actions in the 
Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions of the High Court of 
Justice shall! issue in rotations of twenty-fives—that is to say, the first twenty- 
five for the Queen’s Bench Division, the second twenty-five for the Common 
Pleas Division, and the third twenty-five for the Exchequer Division, and #% 
on, and the clerk of the Consolidated Record and Writ Office shall require 
every person who may commence an action in the said divisions to assign the 
action in such rotation. (2) That from and after the 2ad of January, 
1882, in all cases where any defendant named in any writ of sammons issuing 
out of any division of the High Court of Justice in Ireland shall reside within 
any district for the time being prescribed under the Act for the better Protec- 
tion of Person and Property ia Ireland, such place or residence not being 
within a county of a city, or county of a town, service of such writ shall be 
made on such defendant by sending to him a copy of such writ and a copy of 
this order by letter through the Post Office, addressed to him at his usua 
residence, and posting a copy of such writ at the police station nearest tol 
his said residence shall be good and sufficient service of such writ, provided 
that the plaintiff or plaintiff; named in such writ of summons, or one of them, 
or his or their attorney, shall make and cause fo be filed in the division out 
of which such writ shall have issued an affidavit stating the parish and barony 
in which the defendant resides, and that such place of residence is 
within a district which has been and is prescribed as aforesaid, 
and that the above particulars to service have beeu duly observed and per- 
formed. ‘The time liwited for the appearance of the defendant to any writ 
served under this rule shall be twelve days after the service thereof. By 
the last rule, in consideration of the change of practice, four days are added 
to the time within which the defendant is required to enter an appearance. 
The prescribed districts comprise the whole of the provinces of Leinster and 
Connaught, the barony of Tallyhaw in the county Cavan, and a barony aod 
two parishes in Donegal. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
LETcHER.—Deo. 21, at Ripley Lodge, Belvedere, Kent, the qife of Mark J. 
Letcher, solicitor, of a ter. 
CHAMBERLAYNE.—Dec. 21, at Weddington Grove, Nuneaton, the wife of Stanes 
Chamberlayne, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


DEATH, 
bes Spina 24, at Wimbledon, H. Watson, solicitor to the Post Office, aged 





At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale held on Friday, the 23rd 
inst., at thelr sale room, Crown-coart-buildings, Old Broad-street, the 
following were pmongst the Obtained :—Norway Copper Mines £1 Ten 
per Cent. Preterence Shares, 10s. paid, 11s. 6d. ; United Horse Nail Co: y 
£1 Shares, 8s, ; East Argentine Railway, 16}; Quartz Hill Consolidated 
Mining $1 Shares, falty | sey 10s. 6d. ; Standard Union Investment £1 Shares, 
fully paid, 203, 64. ; Indian Ki m and Sandhurst Gold Mining $1 Shares, 
9s. 6d,; Oriental Telephone £1 10s, paid, par ; Egyptian Unified 1 
premium for end of January, 70 and 7-16 ; and other securities fetched fair 
prices. 

i — _ i § or oil Sooh mak for that outlay. 

is from 25s. 0 8a) n or ail & makes up for 4 
on receipt of cue wenn abarenee @ J) Chappuis, Patentee, @, 
London,=[Apvr,] 


8 Lieut wy Mans or Caarrvis’ Davtrest Rerusctoas.—The cost 
USS SON 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. 
Saturday, Jan. ......0008 


Mr. Justice 
Fry. 
Saturday, Jan. .......... 7 Mr. King 


Court oF 
APPEAL. 


7 Nr. Ward 


VY. C. Bacon. 
Mr. Jackson 


Mr. Justice 
AY. 


Mr. Latham 


V. C. Hatt, 


Mr. Farrer 


Mr. Justice 
CuHiItTry, 
Mr. Clowes 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Hixary Srrrives, From JANUARY 11 To Fepruany 28, 1882. 


At Lincoln’s-inn and Westminster. 
App. motns. ex pte. apps. 
Wednes, Janll {rom orders made on inter- 
locutory motns, & othr apps 
Thursday 12..Bkcy app3 and otir apps 
Friday .... 13 
Satrday .. 14 
Monday .. 16 
Tresday .. 17 


Appeals. 


App. mots. ex pte, apps. | 
Wednesday 18 } from orders made on inter- | 


locutory moins., &othr apps 
Thursday ..19..Bkcy. apps. & othr apps. 
Friday ..- 
Saturday ..21 
Monday ....23 
Puesday....24 


Appeals. 


Wednesday. 25 { from orders made on inter- 


locutory motns & othr apps | 


Thurs, ....26..Bkcy. apps. & othr apps. 
sel soe ) 
Saturday ..28 1 
Monday ....30 ( Appeals. 
Tuesday....31 
App. motns, ex pte apps. 
Wednes, Feb 1 {from orders made on inter- 
locutory motns, & othr apps 
Thursday .. 2..Bkcy. apps. & othr apps. 
Friday, .... 3 
Saturday .. 4 
Monday, .. 6 
uesday.... 7 


Appeals 


App. mots. ex pte, apps. 
Wednday .. 8 } from orders made on inter- 

loeutory mots., & othr apps 
Thurady .. 9..Bkcy apps and othrapps 
Friday ....10 
Saturday ..11 
Monday ....13 ¢ Appeals. 
‘Taesday ....14 

App. mots. ex pte. apps. 
Wednsdar..15 { fom orders made on inter- 

lo-utory mots, & othr epps. 
Thorsday ..16..Bkcy. apps. & oth: apps. 
Priday......17 
Saturday ..!18 
Monday....20 
waesday ...21 

App. motns. ex ple. apps. 
Wednesday 22} from ordrs made on inter- 

locutory motns & othr apps 
Thursday ..23..Bkey. apps. & othr apps. 
Friday, ....24 
Saturday ..25 
Monday....27 
Taesday....28 


Appeais. 


Appeals. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
V.C. Sin JAMES BACON, 
At Lincoin’s Ian. 
Wednes,Jan1l poe adj. 
Thay 32 Genera paper. 


sums,, and 


Monday....16.,In Bankruptey. 
Taceday....17 
Wetnesday 15 7 General paper. 
Thaurs......39 

2).,Motns, a¢j. sums. & gen.pa. 
Bat., .+6+-21..Pets. sht. causes, & gen, pa. 
Monésy....23...1n Bankruptey. 
Tuesday ..74 j 
Wetsdy ...25 
Thursday.-26 
Friday ...27,,Motas., a4). ams. & gen. pa. 
Bat, + +re--.24.,PeAns, wit. causes, k gen, pa. 
Moutay....W..In Cankraptcy. 
Toesdsy....31 
e Ht General paper. 
FWricay, -o++ 3.. Motos, adj. eums & gen. pa. 
Sstarday .. 4.. Pens, sht. caus. & gen pa. 
Monhay ,... 6.,.1n Baskraytey. 


pom Caen 7) 
Thurstay .. 9 


General paper 


| Wednesday. 15 
| Thursd 


App. motns. ex pte apps. | 


| Thars, ... 


| Satarday ..28 
| Saturday .. 


| Saturday.. 1! 


| Monday ....20) 
| Tuesday....21 ¢ General paper. 
| Wednesday. 225 


{ Friday ....10..Motns. ali. sams & gen pa, 


Saturday ...11.,.Pets., sht causes, & en. pa 
Monday .-..13.,.In Bankruptey. aos 
Tuesday....14 

- General paper. 


Friday ....17..Mts. adj. sums. & gen pa. 


| Sttarday ..18..Pets, sht. causes & gan. pa. 


Monday ....20..In Bankruptcy. 
Tuesday, 22! 5 

Wednesday..22 § General paper. 
Tharsday ..23 


| Friday......24.. Motns. adj. sum. & gen. pa 
| Saturday ..25..Pets., sht. caus.& gen. pa. 
| Monday ....27...In Bankruptcy. 

| Tuesday....28..General paper. 


V.C. Siz CHARLES HALL. 
At Lincoln’s-inn, 


Wed., Jan,.11...Motns. & gen. pa. 


Thursday .12..General paper 
Friday ....13..Pets. & gen. pa. 
Satray, ....14 a caus., adj sums., & 


en. pa 
Monday ,...16 
Tuesday....17 General paper. 
Wednesday.18 
Thursday ..19..Mots, & gen. pa. 


| Friday ....20..Peis. & gen. pa. 
| Saturday ..21 * 


} Monday....23 
| Tuesday.... x} General paper 


ht. causes, aij sums. & 
gen. pa. 


Wednesday.z5 

5..Mote. & gen. pa. 

-ee-27,..Petns. & gen, pa. 

Sht. caus., adj. sams., & 
gen. pa 


Friday 


Monday .. 30 ) 

Tuesday....31 9 General paper. 

Wed., Feb. 19 

Thursday .. 2..Mtns, & gen. pa. 

Friday, .... 3..Pets, & gen. pa. 

4f St. caus, adj sums. & 
q gen. pa. 

Monday.... 6 


| Tuesdy .... 7 General paper. 


Wednsdy.. 8 

Thurs. .... 9..Motns, & gen. pa, 

Friday ....10..Ptns. & gen. pa. 

g Shr. caus, adj. sums., & 
q gen. pa. 

Monday....13 

Tuesday wtf General paper. 


| Wednesday,15 


Thursday ..16..,Motns, & gen, pa. 


| Friday ....17.. Pets. & gen. pa. 
| Saturday a caus., ad. sums, & 


gen. pa. 


Thursday.. 23..Mots. & gen. pa. 


| Friday ....24..Pets. & gen, pa, 


P 
ht. caus, ad, sums, & 


Saturday 254% son te 


Monday....27 


es hag General paper. 
Batrdy}....14 a ae causes, and gen. | 


Ma. Justice FRY, 
At Lincoin’s-inn. 


Wednes, Janl1..Motns, adj. sum. & gen. pa. 


Tharsday Ree ee paper. adj 
: ht, caus., ptos. a4).sumons, 
Friday ....13 ew gen. pa. 
--14.,A4j. sums, & gen, pa. 


oo 16 

Tuesday----17 General paper. 

Wednesday 18 

Thursday aie: er adj, sumn, & gen. pa, 
t. Caus., D6ts., a0j.eumns. 

Friday ...++020 ie ‘n, ~agg » 40) ’ 


| Saturday ..21..A40j.eums, & gon. pa. 


Monday .. +023 

Tena 4 § General paper, 
Wednerday..2% 

Thursday ..26..Motes. a4). sumnes, & gen, pa. 
Friday .++.27 { BMt caus, pels. adj. sumus., 


j « . pa. 
| Sabarday 4098..A0}. ouins, & gen, pa. 





Monday....30 

Tuesday....31 >General paper. 

Wednes, Feb 1 

Thursd .... ae adj. st gen. pa, 
x t. caus, pets,, adj. sumns, 

Friday, .... 3 { & gen. pa. id ’ 

Saturday .. 4..Adj. sums & gen. pa. 

Monday .... 6 

Tuesday.... 7 > General paper. 

Wednsday.. 8 

Thursd .... 9..Mots. adj. sumns, & gen. pa. 

Friday ....10f —— 

Saturday.. 11..Adj. sums. & gen. pa, 

Monday....13 

Tuesday’-.-14| General paper. 

Wednesday 15 

Thursday ..16..Motns, adj. sum. ba gro pa. 

Friday ....17 : + ee pets., adj. sums., 

Saturday ..)8..Adj. sums, & gen, pa. 

Monday ....20 

Tuesday....21 

Wednesiay..22 

Thursday ..23..Motns, adj. sum. & gen. pa, 

Friday ....24 hyo gag adj. sumnos., 

Saturday ..25,.Adj. sums. & gen. pa. 


Monday ....27 
Tuesday... 2.28 } General paper. 


Monday ....20 
Tuesday....21 
Wednsday..22 
Thursday ,,23 
Friday ....24 
Saturday ..25 
Monday ... 27 
Tussday....28 


Mr. Justice CHITTY. 
At the Rolls House. 
ee. e . -Motns & gen pa. 
ursday .. 
Friday 13 enna 
Pets.,sht. causes, adj. sums, 

Saturdy,--oel4 liek and gen. pa.! 
Fur. cons, dems., & non 
wit causes, 


General paper. 


} General paper. 


Monday ....16 


Tuesday....17 
Wednesday18 } General paper 
Thursday ..1 
Friday eR oR pa. 
‘ets., sht. caus. adj. sums, 

Saturday ..21 } (Procedure), & gen. pa. 

Fur. cons., dems., & non 
Mon., «2000023 } wit enaaa , 


General paper 


4 

25 > General paper. 
Thursday ..26 nia 
Friday, ....27. teeta. aon pa, 

ets., sht. caus., adj. sums. 

Saturday ... 28 { (Procedure), & gen. pa. 
Monday.....30 be cons, dems. & non 
Tuesday 


wit causes 
oo3l 
Wed., Feb 1 ene paper. 
Thursday .. 
Friday, .... ate gen. Peal 

‘ets, sht, caus . Sumne, 
Saturday .. af Provedure), and gen. pa. 
Monday .... 6{ ur cons., dems., & non 
Tuesday.... 7 


wit causes 
Wednsday.. a} General paper. 
Thurs ..... 9 
Friday......10..Motns, & gen. Ler 

Pets, sht. caus, adj., snmus, 
Saturday ..11 Fs ceader dng and gen. pa. 
Monday ....13 ben cons,, dems., & non 


wit causes 

Tuesday.....14 
Wednesday. 15 f General paper. 
Thursday ..16 
Friday .... at ean & gen. — 

ets., sht. caus,,adj. sums, 
Saturday ...18 (Procedure) and gen. pa. 
Fur. cons., dems. & non wit 

cause 


Mr. Justice KAY. 
At Lincoln’s-inn, 


Wed., Jan...11 
Thursday ..12 
Friday, ....13 
Saturday ..14 
Monday .e...16 
Tuesday....17 
Wednesday .18 
Thurs. .o-0. 19 
Frday.. ...20 
Saturday ..21 


Monday ....23 
Tuesday . +24 
Wednesday 25 \ General paper. 


General paper’ 


General paper. 


Thursday ..26 
Friday ....27 
Saturday +.28 
Monday ....30 
gga ag | 
ed. eb. 
Thursday 2 General paper . 
Friday ..0. 3 
Saturday .. 4 
cers = 6 
Tuesday.... 7 
Monday....20 
Wednsday.. 8 General paper. ' Tnesday....21 
Wednesday 22 General paper, 
Tharsday ..23 
Friday .... 24..Motns., & gen pa. 

Sat 25 { Petns. sht. caus. adj. sums, 
wey senese (Procedure), & gen. pa. 
Monday «+227 } 7 dems.,& non wit 

T uesday....26..General paper. 


Thursday ... 9 

Tiday ....10 

Saturday... 11 
Monday ..13 
re gap 

vednsday..15 
Thured - ** 1g > General paper. 
Friday ....17 
Satarday ..18_ 











LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Farpay, Dec 23, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Barritt, William, Ordnance ter, Barking rd, Cheesemonger. Brougham, 
Jan 13 at 12,30 


Botten, Henry, Canrobert st, Bethnal Green rd, Licensed Victualler. Pet Dec 20. 
Brougham, Jan 13 at 12 
Filbey, William, Bethnal Green rd, Butcher. Pet Dec 21. Brougham, Jan 17 
Horder, Frederick Henry, The Parade, Shepherd’s Bush, Grocer. Pet Dec 21. 
Brougham. Jan 17 at 2 
Masterman, Henry, Seward st, Goswell rd, Rug Manufacturer, Pet Oct 21, Hazlitt. 
Hazlitt. Jan 11 at 2 


Jan 11 atl 
Redhead, John Allen, Mark lane, Solicitor. Pet Dec 22. 

Pet Dec 19, Brougham, 
Pet Dec 2. 


Pet Dec 20, 


Ro ery Ce Edward, Clacton on Sea, Essex, Builder. 
an Ll at 

Tippins, Samuel, Little Newport st, Newport Market, Boot Manufacturer, 

Murray. Jan 11 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country, 

Claydon, Agnes Charlotte, Plumstead, Kent, Milliner. 
Greenwich, Jan 17 at 1 

Cowan, William, Stockton on Tees, Grocer. 
Jan 6 at 2,30 

Homment, William, jun, Norwich, Merchant, Pet Dec 21. Cooke. Norwich, Jan 6 
at 12 


Ramaden, Arthur Charles, Ashurst, Tunbridge Wells, Kefit. Pet D 15, Oripps. 
Tunbridge Wells, Jan 6 at 3 

Shilabeer, Eli, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Confectioner. 
broke Dock, Jan 4 at 12 

Welham, Frederick, Great Yarmouth, Ironmonger. Pet Dec 20, 
Yarmouth, Jan 4 at 11 


Pet Dec 20, Pitt-Taylor. 


Pet Dec 20, Crosby. Stockton on Tees, 


Pem- 
Great 


Pet Dec 20. Parry. 


Worledge, 


Turspay, Dec, 27, 1881, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 
Ker, Robert, Walton st, Brompton. Pet Dec 22. Hazlitt, Jan 18 at 11 
Levys Robert, Walworth rd, Fruit and PotatoSalesman, Pet Dec 22, Hazlitt. Jan 11 
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rd, Zara Ann, Great Dover st. Pet Dec 23. Pepys. Jan 18 at 11 
Waddingham, Thorlby, Middlesex st, Holloway, Carman. Pet Dec 23. Pepys. Jan 18 


at 11.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Beaver, Henry, Whittle le Woods, Lancaster, out of business. Pet Dec 22. Holden. 
Bolton, Jan 12 at 11 
a Lambert, Askern, nr Doncaster. Pet Dec 22, Wake. Sheffield, 
Jan 19 al 


Clarke, Samuel, Parkstone, Dorset, Builder. Pet Dec 22. Dickinson. Poole, Jan 11 at 
ll 


Dowie, Muir, Liverpool, Merchant. Pet Dec 22. Cooper. Liverpool, Jan 9 at 12 
Howes, James, Queen’s rd, Wandsworth rd, Builder. Pet Dec 20. Willoughby. Wands- 
worth, Jan 13 at 11 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Dec. 23, 1881. 
Lucas, James Moore, Usk, Monmouth, Builder. Dec 20 
TvEspAy, Dec. 27, 1881. 


Bartholomew, Lucy Lydia, Bell yd, Gracechurch st, Licensed Victualler. 
Hurst, William, and Robert Munn, Liverpool, Cotton Brokers. Dec 22 
Whitley, Richard John, Nottingham, Lace Maker. Dec 15 


Dec 6 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Dec. 23, 1881. 


Adam, John, Heaton Chapel, Lancaster, Salesman. Jan 11 at11 at offices of Bates, 
Market st, Manchester 
Adams, Aaron, Walcot, Bath, Somerset, Farmer. Jan 3 at 2 at offices of Clifton and Co, 
Broad st, Bristol 
Alcock, James Flowers, Thornborough, Buckingham, Farmer. Jan 10 at 11 at office 
of Small, Townhall, Buckingham 
Maeok Edward, Beccles, Suffolk, Watchmaker. 
Beccles 
Aldridge, George Edward, Lye, Worcester, Grocer. 
High st, Brierley hill, Stafford 
Bammer, William Kirkup, Grainger st West, Newcastle upon Tyne, Public Accountant. 
Jan 5 at 11 at offices of Pybus, Post Office chmbrs, St Nicholas sq, Newcastle upon 
ne 
aang, George, Kingston rd, Portsmouth, Hants, Grocer. Jan 6 at 12 at office of 
Edmonds, St James’s st, Portsea. Ford and Son, Portsmouth 
Barder, Jacob, Manchester, Importer of Fancy Goods. Jan 4at 3 at offices of Nuttall 
and Son, John Dalton st, Manchester 
Bate, James, Scott’s yard, Bush lane, Timber and General Merchant. 
offices of Steadman and Co, Southampton st, Strand 
Beadle, Sarah Ann, Liddington, Rutland, out of business. 
Sheild, Uppingham 
Bellew, Sarah Elizabeth, Walworth rd, Stewed Eel Shop Keeper. 
of Bendle, Joha st, Bedford row 
Blackmore, Thomas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Smack Owner. 
Pickering, Parliament st. Summers, Hu 
—, Mark, Chatham, Confectioner. Dec 29 at 11 at 6, Arthur st, East. Mitchell, 
ochester 
Brelsford, Thomas, Disley, Chester, Stonemason. Jan 6 at 3 at offices of Leigh, Brown 
st, Manchester 
Brier, Edward, Brighouse, York, Contractor. Jan 6 at 11 at offices of Moore, St James’s 
chmbrs, Halifax 
Butler, Francis William, Brighton, Surgeon. Jan 10 at 3 at offices of Nye, North st, 
Brighton 
Capon, Charles Henry, Thorpe St Andrew, Norfolk, Auctioneer. Jan 3 at12 at offices 
of Kent, St Andrew’s Hall Plain, Norwich 
oor James, Sheffield, Draper. Jan 6 at 2 at offices of Taylor, Norfolk row, 
Sheffie 
Clayton, William, Harrogate, York, Grocer. 
James st, Harrogate 
Corp, William, Dalston Rise, Cow Farmer. Jan 12 at 2 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Coupland, Tom Sydney, Bridlington, Licensed Victualler. 
Wray, Queen st, Bridlington Quay 
Crutchloe, John, Oswestry, Gunsmith, Jan 6 at 3 at offices of Hignett, St aohn’s-hill, 
Shrewsbury 
Cullen, Edward William, Bath, Lodging-house Keeper. Jan6 at 12 at Mason’s-hall 
Tavern, Basinghall st 
Curtis, William, Gloucester, Grocer. 
Gloucester. Haines 
Daniels, Thomas, Langport, Burslem, Grocer, 
pl, Burslem 
Disney, George Frederick, Bnngay, Suffolk Miller, Jan 5 at 11 at South Quay, Gt 
Yarmouth, Worship and Rising, Gt Yarmouth 
+ Jonah, Gloucester, Publican, Jan 11 at 11 at offices of Champney, College crt, 
Gloucester 
oe Augustus, Seaforth, Grocer. Jan 5 at 12 at offices of Culshaw, Lord st, 
iverpoo' 
Le ton Edward, Treforest, Llandwitfardre, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 5 at 12 at offices of 
organ, Mill st, Pontypridd 
Eld, John William, Stafford, Tobacco Merchant. Jan 2at 2 at office of Warmington and 
Thompson, Castle st, Dudley 
Emmerson, ‘'homas, Clee, Lincoln, Lodging house Keeper. Jan2 at 11 at offices of 
Stephenson and Mountain, Bethlehem st, Gt Grimsby 
Fisher, James Charles, and Henry Schofield, Knightrider st, Mantle Manufacturers. 
Jan 12 at 12 at offices of Peacock and Goddard, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Forrester, ‘Thomas, and Isaac Taylor, Chorley, Lancaster, Dyewood Millers, Jan 10 at 3 
at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral Gates, Manchester. Barrow and Smith, Manchester 
Foster, George, Swansea, Boot Dealer. Jan 4 at 4 atotlices of Parsons, Victoria chbrs, 
High st, Bristol. Evans and Davies, Swansea 
Francis, David, Blaenrbydn, Carmarthen, Farmer, Jan 3 at 11 at offices of Howell, 
Stepney st, Llanelly 
Gregory, Martin, Gt George st, Westminster, Accountant. Jan 7 at 12 at office of 
Norman, Gt Marlborough st, Regent st 
Griffith, William, Beddgelert, Carnarvon, Butcher, Jan 6 at 2 at Sportsman Hotel, 
Portmadoc, Roberts and ‘thomas, Carnarvon 
—~ Cates, Chester, Joiner, Jan 13 at 2,30 at offices of Brabner and Court, Cook s3, 
verpoo! 
Harlock, George, Nantwich, Chester, Manufacturing Clothier, 
Martin, Welsh row, Nantwich 
radine, John, Upper Gravenhurst, Bedford, Farmer. Jan 10 at 3 at Sun Inn, Hitchin 
Benning and Son 
Harrison, Henry, Westgate, Guisborough, York, Flour Dealer. 
Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-'l'ees 
Hill, John Bettridge, Birmingham, Silversmith, Jan 4 at 2 at offices of Sargent and 


Son, Bennet’s hill, Birmingham 
Hughes, Joseph, Birmingham, Baker, Jan 5 at 11 at office of Huggins and Mallard, 
Jan 5 at 2 at Shetiield District Incor- 


Jan 6 at 2 at offices of Angell, 
Jan 4at 3 at offices of Waldron, 


Jan6at3 at 
Jan 11 at 3 at offices of 
Jan 10 at 2 at offices 
Jan 4 at 3 at offices of 


Jan 5 at 12 at offices of Hirst and Capes 
at offices of Bolton and Co, 


Jan 4 at 11 at offices of 


Jan 6 at 12 at Bell Hotel, Southgate st, 


Jan 6 at 11 at offices of Ellis, Market 


Jan 3 at 12 at offices of 


Jan 3 at 3 at offices of 


ewhall chmbrs, Newhall st, Birmingham 
Ingham, John Zebulon, Sheffield, York, ‘Tailor, 
porated Law Society's Rooma, Sheffield 
Tonmonger, John Charles, West Ham, Essex, Dairyman, Deo 20 at 11 at 49, Bromley 
st, Commercial rd Kast, Stepney. Archor, Gellatly rd, Peckham 
Johnson, Thomas Glaves, Filey, York, Draper, Jan’6 at 3 at Merchants’ Hotel, Oldham 
8t, Manchester. Richardson, Boarborough 





Jones, James, Flint, Flintshire, Grocer. Jan 16 at 2 at offices of Williams, Flint 
om Cows, Cutetam, Carnarvon, General Dealer. Jan 3 at 2 at Albion Hotel, 
ester. is 

Kerridge, Shadrack, Gt Bromley, Pig Dealer. Jan 7 at 10.30 at offices of Goody and 
Son, North hill, Chester 

ge rea Manchester, Jeweller. Jan 5 at 1 at offices of Phillips, Marsden st, 
Manchester 

ne Samuel Glover, Burslem, Stafford, out of business. Dec 30 at 11 at Vine Inn, 

ta: 


fford. Ashmall, Hanley 
Leach, Jonathan, Bolton, Lancaster, Painter. Jan 9 at 3 at offices of Dutton, Acresfield, 
Jan 17 at 3 at Falstaff Hotel, Market 


Bolton 
Lewis, George, Manchester, Timber Merchant. 
pl. Tremewen, Manchester 
Llewellyn, William, Haverfordwest, Pembroke, Farmer. Jan 7 at 10.5 at Station house, 
Whitland. Jones, Haverfordwest 
Lock, John, Hinderclay, Suffolk, Miller. Jan 16 at 12 at offices of Salmon and Son, 
Bury St Edmunds 
Luckett, Cornelius, Poulton, Gloucester, Haulier. Jan 9 at 11 at offices of Wilmot, 
Milton st, Fairford 
McKay, John, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Boot Maker. Jan 9 at 11 at offices of Brown, 
Scotch st, Whitehaven 
Macklin, Albert, Hart st, Bloomsbury, Publisher. 
Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 
Matthews, James, Cathay, Bristol, Horse Dealer. Jan 4 at 12 at offices of Essery, 
Nicholas st, Bristol 
Marsden, William Henry, Cannon st Hotel, Manchester, Restaurant Keeper. 
3 at oftices of Kearsley and Co, Brazennose st, Manchester 
Milton, Frank, Finsbury pk, Wholesale Ccnfectioner. Jan 2 at 11 at offices of Howard, 
Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane 
Morton, William Henry, Lincoln’s inn fields, out of business. Jan 4 at 1 at offices of 
Stanley, Austin Friars 
Nobbs, Charles, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner. Jan 9 at 12 at offices of Seago and 
Son, High st, Lowestoft 
Nichols, John Southcombe, Bath, outof business. Jan 5 at 12.30 at Guildhall Tavern. 
Stone and Cc, Bath 
Jan 5 at 1 at offices of Hopkins, Park 
Jan 4 at 1 at 


Jan 7 at 2 at offices of Romer, 


Jan 18 at 


Ormond, John, Abergavenny, Monmouth, Gent. 
st, Abergavenny 

Parker, William Robinson, Kingston-upon-Hull, Licensed Victualler. 
Hull Incorporated Law Society’s Hall, Hull. Bradly, Hull 

Parsons, Isaac, Dorchester, Bread Baker. Jan 11 at 2 at offices of Burnett, South st, 
Dorchester 

= an Liangennech, Grocer. Jan 6 at 11 atoffices of Howell, Stepney street, 

lanelly 

Pettifor, Alfred, Stilton, Huntingdon, Thatcher, Jan 7 at 10.30 at offices of Hart, 
Priestgate, Peterborough 

Pearson, George, Scotholme, Nottinghaw, Silk Throwster. Jan 10 at 3 atoffices of 
Norman, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Pendleton, John William, Leicester, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Jan 4 at 3 at offices 
of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Pitcher, James, Tooley st, Norwich, Innkeeper. 
Co, Norwich 

Plant, Alfred, Eccleshall, Stafford, Miller. 
hall 

Porter, George Markham, Scarborough, York, of nooccupation. Jan 3 at 1l at offices 
of Wellburn, Huntriss row, Scarborough 

Rees, John, Penrhynderdrath, Merioneth, Joiner. Jan 9 at 2atthe British Hotel, 
Bangor, Carnarvon. Collins, Liverpool 

Ridal, John, and Robert Arnison, Contractors, Sheffield. Jan 4 at 2.30 at offices of 
Webster and Co, Hartshead, Sheffield 

Ridley, John, Talkin,;Cumberland, Innkeeper. Jan 13 at 2 at offices of Carrick and Co, 
Brampton 

Rountree, William James, Stoke Prior, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Jan 5 at 11.30 at 
ottices of Browning, Church gn, East Redditch 

Schloesser, Carl Reinhold Ferdinand, Manchester, Merchant. Jan 13 at 3 at Grosvenor 
Hotel, Deansgate, Manchester. Sutton and Elliott, Manchester 

Schutz, Leopold Hugo, Chatsworth rd, Clapton pk, Hair Dresser. Dec 31 at 10.30 at 
Unicorn Tavern, Vivian rd, Old Ford. Hope, East India rd, Poplar 

Scott, John, Wakefield, out of business. Jan 4 at 2 at offices of Vincent, Top of Kirk. 
gate, Wakefield 

Sharman, Alfred, Sheffield, Grocer. Jan 5 at 3 at offices of Smith and Co, Meetinghouse 
lane, Sheffield 

Sharman, Mark Bunting, Eggington, Oxford, Farmer. 
Banbury. O’Connor, Birmingham 

Sharp, Robert, William Sharp, and John Francis Sharp, Creech Saint Michael, Somer- 
set, Brick Manufacturers. Jan 2 at 11 at offices of Reed and Cook, Paul st, Taunton 

Shippey, William Cuttriss, Bow rd, General Ironmonger. Jan 5 at 11 at offices of Ginn, 
Queen Victoria st 

Simpson, Samuel, Warsop, Nottingham, Butler. Jan 6 at 3 at Midland Hotel, Mansfield, 
Nottingham. Lees, Nottingham 

Slaughter, John Edward, Bolsover, Derby, Surgeon. Jan 6 at 3 at offices of Gee, High 
st, Chesterfield 

Slinger, Thomas, Clitheroe, Lancaster, Coach Builder. Jan 5 at 11 at office of Wheeler 


and Fletcher, Preston New rd, Blackburn 

Smith, Richard, Wolverhampton, Solicitor. Jan7 at 11 at Lion Hotel, Lichfield st, 
Willenhall 

Smith, Robert, Norwood rd, Tulse Hill, Builder. Jan 3 at2 at offices of Cleft, Cheap- 
side 

Stead, George, Cleckheaton, York, Maltster. Jan 4 at 3.30 at Victoria Hotel, Gt George 
st, Leeds. Clough, Cleckheaton 

arty ° Charles, Conway, Carnarvon, out of business, Jan 4 at 11 at offices of Etty, Lord 
st, Liverpool 

Tasch, Hecman, Euston rd, Butcher. Jan5 at 11 at offices of Beal and De Soyres, 
Regent st 

Taylor, Enoch, Nottingham, Cutlery Dealer. Jan 6 at 3 at office of Whittingham, Middle 
pavement, Nottingham 

Taylor, James Purdey, and Thomas Wilson, Exeter, Brush Manufacturers. Jan 3 atl 
at Swan Hotel, Bristol. Orchard, Exeter 

Taylor, Richard Albert, Peppercroft st, Licensed Victualler. Jan 9 at 3 at King’s Head 
Hotel, High st, Rochester. Shakespear, Newgate st 

Tekell, Elizabeth, Cheltenham, Milliner. Jan 7 at ll at offices of Clarke, Regent st, 
Cheltenham 

Thomas, Elizabeth, Peddaulwynn ganol Farm, Carmarthen. Jan 3 at 2 at offices of 
Howell, Stepney st, Llanelly 

Thompson, Wiliam, junr, Hightown, Liversedge, York, out of business, Jan 3 at 11 
at offices of Clough, Railway st, Cleckheaton 

Constance, James, and William Vann, Gloucester, Linen and Woollen Drapers, Jan 4 
at lat 145, Cheapside, Taynton and Sons, Gloucester 

Walls, John William, South Lancing, Sussex, Grocer, Jan 4 at 3 at offices of Goodman 
North st, Brighton, Holmes, Worthing 

Washington, Isaac Smith, Halifax, Woolstapler, Jan 6 at 11 at offices of Longbottom, 
Carlton st, Halifax 

Watson, Henry Thomas, Ormside st, Old Kent rd, Miller, Jan 10 at 2 at offices of 
Baron, Mitre ert, Temple 

Weinberg, Tobias, Jarrow-on-Tyne, Durham, Clothier, Jan 6 at 3 at offices of Newlands 
Ellison st, Jarrow-on-Tyne 

Weston, Francis, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Fancy Dealer, Jan 9 at 11 at offices of Jones, 
Phiharmonic chmbrs, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Widnall, Robert, Nottingham, Fruit and Potato Salesman, Jan 10 at 4 at George 
Hotel, Nottingham 


Jan 5 at 3 at offices of Overbury and 


Jan9at 2 at offices of Robinson, Eccles- 


Jan 4at 12 at White Lion Inn, 
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Wileman, George, King’s Heath. Worcester, Dairyman. Jan 5 at3 at offices of Wright 
and Marshall, New st, Birmingham : 

Wright, Thomas Powell, Stourbridge, Worcester, Licensed Victiialler. Jan6 at 11 at 
offices of Collis, Union chmbrs, Stourbridge 

Young, Dixon, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Chemist. Jan6 at 3 at offices of Hunton 
and Bolsover, High st, Stockton-on-Tees 


Turspay, Dec. 27, 1881, ‘ 

Axcell, Walter Robert, Sheerness-on-Sea, Kent, Grocer. Jan 10 at 11 at 126; High st, 
Chatham. Norman, Chatham i 

Bailey, George, and Alfred Bailey, Coalbrookdale, Salop, Licensed Victuallers: Jan 10 
at 2.30 at offices of Phillips and Co, New st, Shifnal ; 

Barker, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Boot Maker. Jan 12 at 11 at offices of Willcock; 
Queen st, Wolverhampton , 

Barton, Henry, Caledonian rd, Islington, Tailor. Jan 5 at 2 at offices of Haynes, Martin’s 
lane, Cannon st 

Basten, Joseph Henry, Red Cross st, Southwark, Baker. Jan 6 at 2 at offices of Coxwell, 
Martin’s lane, Cannon st s 

Bennett, William, Birkenhead, Chester, Licensed Victualler, Jan 16 at 2 at offices of 
Thompson and Symm, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead. Thompson, Birkenhead j 

Bradley, Christopher, and Walter Bradley, Manningham, nr Bradford, York, Machine 
Wool Comb Makers. Jan 6 at 11 at offices of Peel and Co, Chapel lane, Bradford 

Bryen, Frank, Tottenham, Builder. Jan13 at 3 at offices of Freeman and Winthrop, 
Bedford row 

Cardall, John, Burslem, Stafford, Confectioner. Jan 6 at 11 at St John’s chmbrs, Queen 
st, Burslem. Tompkinson and Furnival, Burslem 

Case, Henry, Bow lane, Cheapside, Tailor. . Jan 17 at 2 at offices of Drew, Queen 
Victoria st. Stacpoole, Pinner’s hall, Old Broad st 

Chant, John William, Coldharbour lane, Brixton, Greengrocer. Jan 16 at 2 at offices 
of Armstrong, Chancery lane 

Cooke, Albert William, Kidderminster, Worcester, Stone Mason. Jan 6 at 3.30 at 
offices of Miller and Co, Church st, Kidderminster 

Coughlan, Henry, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Grocer. Jan 10 at 3 at office of Shearer, 
Basinghall st. Prockter and Co, Prince’sst, Spitalfields 

“ad Edmund, Nerwich, Flumber. Jan 7 at 3 at offices of Stanley, Bank 

{ain 

Downes, John Lewis, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Licensed Victualler. 
office of Iven and Co, Bank bldgs, Exchange st, Kidderminster 

Easton, Henry James, Millbrook, nr Southampton, Proprietor of Shooting Rights. 
Jan 10 at 12 at offices of Beale and Co, London st, Reading, Berks 

Ferens, Thomas, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Hosier. Jan 10 at 12 at offices of Wilford, 
Fawcett st, Sunderland 

Gandy, James, Southampton, Bootmaker. 
Coleman st. Pearce, Southampton 

Green, Elias, Stalbridge, Dorset, Pianoforte Seller. 
Templecombe, Somerset. Balch, Bruton 

Greenway. Jabez, Birmingham, Clock Maker. 
st, Birmingham 

Harris, Frederick, West End, Southampton, Corn Merchant. 
and Taylor, Portland st, Southampton 

Harlock, George, Nantwich, Chester, Manufacturing Clothier. Jan 3 at 12 at Clarence 
Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester, in lieu of place originally named 

Hemken, Richard, Billiter st, Wine Agent. Jan 12 at 3 at office of Phillips and Son, Ab- 
church lane, King William st 
ockings, Samuel, Upper Kennington lane, Lambeth, Cheesemonger. Jan 6 at 2 at 
offices of Herbert, Vigo st, Regent st 

Hough, James, Mansfield, Seed Dealer. 
Mansfield 

Ties, Henry William, Albany rd, Leyton, out of business. Jan 10 at 12 at Holborn Town- 
hall, Gray’s inn rd. Lewty 

Illingworth, Thomas, Sheffield, Wholesale Fruiterer. Jan 10 at 11 at George and Dragon 
Ino, Bank st, Sheffield 

Lance, Edmund, Wareham, Dorset, Ironmonger’s Assistant. Jan 13 at 11.30 at Red Lion 
Hotel, Wareham. Howard, Weymouth 

1. em, Eastbourne ter, Hyde pk. Jan 13 at 3 at offices of Barker, Union ct, Old 

road st 

Linnett, Lawrence, Worcester, Tobacconist. Jan 6 at 12 at offices of Stallard, Copen- 
hagen st, Worcester 

Litsica, George, Oxford st, Imparter of Tobacco. Jan 11 at 2 at offices of Henderson. 
Moorgatr st bldgs, Pritchard and Sons, Gracechurch st 

Marren, John, Wolverhampton, Iron Scrap Dealer. Jan 10 at 12 at Coach and Horses 
Inn, Wolverhampton. Saunders, Wolverhampton 

McCabe, James Joseph, Conduit st, Regent st, Woollen Merchant, Jan 12 at 2 at the 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Parker and Ponsford, Finsbury 
pavement 

Meachin, James, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Boot Maker. Jan 13 at 11 at offices of Randell, 
Frederick st, Llanelis 

Mills i Walsall, Stafford, Wine and Beer Retailer. Jan 5 at 3 at offices of Cotterell, 
Walsal 

Millson, James Thomas, Drury lane, Builder. Jan 19 at 3 at offices of Davies, Moorgate 


vid Henry, Leeds, Butcher. 


Jan 9 at 3at 


Jan 17 at 3 at offices of Barron and Co, 
Jan 7 at 4at the Railway Hotel, 
Jan 6 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry 
Jan 9 at 3 at office of Bell 


Jan 11 at 12 at offices of Hibbert, Clarkson st, 


st 
Newton, Jan 6 at 3 at offices of Harland; South parade, 


Noott, Alfred Hickman, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Commission Agent. Jan 16 at 11 at 
offices of Coldicott and Son, Castle st, Dudley 





a 
Perkins, George Joseph, Melksham, Wilts, Schoolmaster. Jan 6 at 4 at the Lopes Armg 
Inn, Market pl, Westbury. ley ‘ 2 
tt, Edward, Priors Marston, Warwick; Carpenter. Jan 9 at 12 at offices of Pellath, 
High st, Ranbury, Oxford 
Puckle, Alfred, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Commission Agent. Jan 4 at 2 at offices of 
Thomas and ©. J. Dove, Post Officé chmbrs, Newcastle-upon-Tyne — . 
Redgate, Mark, New Basford, Nottingham, Butcher, Jan 6 at 3 at offices of Lées, ; 
Severn climbrs, Middle pavement, Nottingham ; 4 rue. 
Rentall Jaraee Henry, Notjingham, Painter. Jan 6 at 3 at offices of East, Temple st, 
am : 


irming . 
Riddell, Thomas, Lea Bridge Glass Works, Clapton, Glass Bottle Manufacturer. Jan — 
16 S 4 at the Mason’s "Hall Tavern Mason’s avenue, Basinghall st. Harte, Mogk F 
gate s sonal 
Ridgway, James, Sittingbourne, Kent, Chimney Sweeper. Jan 17 at 10.30 at offices of 
Gibson, West st, Sittingbourne 
Scammell, Francis William, Broadway, Wimbledon, Gas Steam Engineer. Jan 6 at 3 
at offices of Cannon, Wool Exchange, Colemian st 
Slater, William James, Bristol, out of business. Jan 10 at 11 at offices of Andrews, 
Nicholas st, Bristol. Essery, Bristo ‘ 
Spackman, Henry Charles, Reading: Berks; Bookseller. Jan 9 at 11 at offices of New. 
man, Friar st, Reading 
Stevenson, Frederick, Great Dover st, Southwark, General Merchant: Jan 12 at 2 at 
offices of Webster and Styring, Hartshead, Sheffield. Wynne and Son, Chancery lane 
Sweeting, Frederick James, Cathedral Hotel, St. Paul’s churchyard, Licensed Victualler, 
Jan 11 at 3 at the Inns of Court Hotel; Holborn. Cox, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Thompson, William, Oldbury, Worcester, Maltster. Jan 5 at 12 at offices of Wright 
and Co, Church st, Oldbury ’ 
Toon, James, Tbstock, Leicester, Grocer: Jan 9 at 12 at offices of Hunter and Curtis, 
Halford st, Leicester 
Townsend, Alfred, Chesterfield, Derby, Licensed Victualler. Jah 12 at 3 at offices of 
Cutts, Market Hall chmbrs, Chesterfield , 
Townsend, William Henry, Chertsey, Surrey, Grocer. Jan 10 at 2 at the Creditors’ 
Association, Arthur st, East. Carter and Bell, Eastcheap 
Vere, Joseph, Ventnor, Coal Merchant. Jan 10 at 2 at the Dolphin Hotel, High &, 
Portsmouth. Hamilton, Urry, and Marsh 1 
Wardle, John, Derby, Cattle Dealer. Jan 10 at 3 at offices of Wilkins, High st, 
Jttoxeter 
Wells, Charles, and Charles Wells, jun, Kingston-upon-Hull, Coal Merchants, Jan Il 
at 2 at the Hall of the Hull Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s-inn-bldgs, Bowlalley 
lane, Kingston-upon-Hu}l. Hearfield 
Wesley, Samuel William, Sheffield, Provision Dealer. Jan 9 at 3 at offices of W. J, 
Clegg and Sons, Victoria chmbrs, Fig-tree lane, Sheffield ‘ Pe 
Wetmon, George, Bury St. Edmunds, Soap Boiler. Jan 19 at 12 at the Guildhall, Bury 
St. Edmunds. Salmon and Son, Bury St. Edmunds f 
Wilkins, William, Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturer. Jan 9 at 3 at offices of Hollier and 
Battiscombe, Market pl, Leicester ) 
Winship, Henry, Newsham, Northumberland, Tailor. Jan 11 at 3 at offices of Warlow, 
Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Yeadon, William Scrivener, Colchester, Coal Merchant. Jan 9 at 2 at offices of Jones, 
Townhall chmbrs, Colchester 
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< | AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITER 
SCHWEITZER'S COCOATINA, | Son epeTRCR 2 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


S 
tz is . "FAL me i Shes 
“snag . Lene f , 

Guaranteed Puse Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality‘ | STEPHENS SGARLET ink F R STEEL PENS, 
e demand continuall 
ed Ink which is 

j ens, Steel Pens left in this in 

| for moriths do not impair the beauty of its colour, nor are 
the Pens in the least corroded by it. i 

desttoy Steel Pens, and lose their 

other than Gold or Quill Pens. 
rich scarlet red of great beauty. The 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonfal colour of this ink is not affected by use upon parchment 

land is consequently of great value to Solicitors and 


with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it. “the most nutritious, per- | 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and inyalugble tor Inyalids gnd Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Preas. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suite 5 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is fyar times | Inks rapid! 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with | if used wit 
starch, &c., and 1s REALITY Cugsreeg than such Mixtures. | colour is a very 


This new Ink supplies 
never before met, for 
| Steel or other Metallic 


to a Breakfast Cup, costing leas than a halfpenny. | 
Cocoatixs 4 La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, | Draughtsmen. 

cheapest. Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when | §8o 

richer chocolate ia prohibited. | ¢ 


In tin packets at 1s. 64.,38., 54: 6d.; &e.; by Chemists d. and 1s, each. 


in stone bottles, retail 
of @ ounces at 64. each, 


SOLD BY ALL STATIONERS. 


EDE AND SON 
ROBE 5 « MAKERS, 


HY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ UOWNS: 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 


CORPORATION AOBES, ONIvERSiTY & GLeAbY GOMds, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


§4 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


mate hu 
njured by 


The existing Red 
red colour 
This new 


1s., 28., 38.5 and im i] 
Also in glass bottles at 








and Grocers. s , , 
Charities on Special Tertris by the Sols Proprietors | oe 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO, 10, Adam-street, Londoti, W.C. 
fp AMBION & SONS make NU CHARGE | 
for inserting particulats in their FREE MONTHLY 
REGISTER of ESTATES, TOWN and COUNTRY 
HOUSES, Fartished or Unfurnished, or for Sale, to be 
hed GRATIS at their Offices, or post-free for two stamps. 
Pultished on the iat of the morith, an‘ particulars for 
insertion should be sent not later than five days previous 
6 end of preceding morith. 
Valnations for Protate and Transfer. Surveys, 
Patate and Auction Offices, 8, Pall Mall Raat, 8.6, 


N.E., or B. of Loudon, 
(acquired abroad), German, 


stites of 


YOUNG LADY r 
ment a6 Morning or Daily Governess in the N., 
Acquirements: English, French 
usic, Singing, and Drawing. 
Good references,—Address, L., 140, Evering-road, N. 
gto SOLICITORS, 
Others.—Chaticery-lan 
Ohambers), Offices of Réalden 
jo7a8 in these new and commanding mone built 
prémises,—Apply Ea quiky Orrick on the premises, 


c, 57 
tial Chambers in convenien 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by atithority) 
LONDON and odes pee 
OFFICK —No, 117, CHANCERY LAN®, FLEET 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
begs tg direct the atention of the oe ape 


t6 the dlvantiges o long e plage 9 apres 4 
thirty years, in Me special Indertion of pro forma 
noticer, &c., and hereby solicits thelr continted su ae 
N.B. One copy of advertisement prily roc igited, Kg 
strictest care ind rom ptitude par 0 si ; 
forms for were tiactmout and file of “ London 

| kept. By appointment, : 


equites a Re-engage- 


BAR«ISTERS, and 
nd 68 (New Courts 











